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Executive summary 

 

The Interim Quality Assurance Report concerns the quality assessment evaluation of the 

“Learning from the Extremes” procedures and outcomes, focusing on a number of aspects 

affecting the project’s implementation and successful completion. Its main purpose is to 

depict the current picture of the quality that has been achieved during the course of the LfE 

project so far, aiming at providing useful feedback to the partners engaging in it, in relation to 

the effectiveness of its aspects and the need for improvement. 

In the first chapter of the report, the project is described as regards its scope and 

characteristics, its Work Packages, the tasks and deliverables included in them focusing on 

their objectives, issues relating to quality planning, and the project’s milestones. In addition, 

there is a brief description of the objectives set as regards the project management approach 

and structure.  

The second chapter presents the evaluation methodology, categories of investigation and 

tools of the current endeavor, defining the criteria against which the various aspects of the 

project are reviewed so as to come up with a number of conclusions regarded essential for its 

progress.  

The fourth chapter presents the results of the evaluation organised in the categories specified 

in chapter 3. 

The last chapter (4) provides the conclusions drawn on the basis of the evaluation carried out.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 D1.4a. LfE Quality Assurance Interim Report  4 

List of figures 
Figure 1: The LfE work-plan structure ....................................................................................... 7 
Figure 2: The BSCW Collaboration Tool ................................................................................... 28 
Figure 3: Number of visits April-May 2022 .............................................................................. 41 
Figure 4: Number of visits June –January 2023 ....................................................................... 44 
 

 

 

 

List of tables 

 
Table 1: Work Packages ............................................................................................................ 8 
Table 2: Geographical Coverage of the Learning from the Extremes Preparatory Action ...... 11 
Table 3: List of deliverables per Date ...................................................................................... 15 
Table 4: Milestones .................................................................................................................. 16 
Table 5: Learning from the Extremes KPIs ............................................................................... 24 
Table 6: Good practices uploaded on the LfE Community Platform ........................................ 31 
Table 7: Projects from schools (or network of schools) submitted .......................................... 33 
Table 8:Number of schools accepted/selected ........................................................................ 35 
Table 9Number of schools / networks per project .................................................................. 36 
Table 10: Participatory Engagement Activities carried out ..................................................... 39 
Table 11: Participatory Engagement Activities by country ..................................................... 39 
Table 12: Accomplishment of objectives in relation to LfE’s Key Performance Indicators ...... 61 

 



 D1.4a. LfE Quality Assurance Interim Report  5 

Table of contents 

Executive summary ................................................................................................................... 3 

Table of contents ....................................................................................................................... 5 

1 Introduction ....................................................................................................................... 6 

1.1 Purpose of the document ................................................................................................ 6 

2. Description of project ............................................................................................................ 7 

2.1 Scope and characteristics ................................................................................................ 7 

2.2 Work packages and deliverables ..................................................................................... 7 

2.3 Project Milestones ......................................................................................................... 16 

2.4 Project Management Objectives ................................................................................... 17 

3. Evaluation methodology and tools.................................................................................. 19 

3.1 Evaluation methodology ............................................................................................... 19 

3.2 Evaluation framework ................................................................................................... 20 

3.3 Evaluation methods and tools ....................................................................................... 21 

3.4 Evaluation criteria/indicators – methods/tools ............................................................ 21 

3.4.1 Project Management and communication ............................................................. 21 

3.4.2 Progress of tasks and deliverables /Communication platform .............................. 22 

3.4.3 Communication with and support of schools ........................................................ 25 

3.4.4 Dissemination ......................................................................................................... 25 

4. Presentation of results ........................................................................................................ 26 

4.1 Project management and communication .............................................................. 26 

4.2 Progress of tasks and deliverables .......................................................................... 29 

4.3 Communication with and support of schools ......................................................... 38 

4.4 Dissemination .......................................................................................................... 40 

4.5 Questionnaire results .............................................................................................. 45 

5.Conclusions ........................................................................................................................... 58 

5.1 Project management and communication ................................................................ 58 

5.2 Progress of tasks and deliverables /Communication platform ................................. 59 

5.3 Communication with and support of schools ........................................................... 59 

5.4 Dissemination ............................................................................................................ 59 

References ............................................................................................................................... 62 

Annex ....................................................................................................................................... 63 



 D1.4a. LfE Quality Assurance Interim Report  6 

1 Introduction  

1.1 Purpose of the document  

The present deliverable is an interim quality report with the main purpose to depict the 

current picture of the quality that has been achieved during the course of the Learning from 

the Extremes project.  

The report summarises the project management procedures and goals as well as the content 

of the Work Packages and their objectives. Based on these objectives as well as on the general 

goals set for the effective implementation of the project, desk research was carried out so as 

to investigate the progress that has been made in relation to the various tasks as well as the 

quality of aspects considered of major importance for the projects’ success. Those aspects 

include effectiveness and efficiency of management and administrative coordination, 

communication, planning, coordination, selection of schools and support provided to them, 

dissemination etc. 

In addition, a survey was conducted through online questionnaire addressed to the members 

of the participant countries’ working teams, so as to investigate their views on the various 

aspects of the project evaluated in the current interim quality assurance report. 

The results and conclusions drawn on the basis of the evaluation methodology applied are 

considered valuable for the course of the project since they provide feedback on the way the 

work has been planned and executed, and more importantly on the way it can be improved 

for the effective completion of its goals, assuring the maximum benefit of its recipients.   
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2. Description of project  

2.1 Scope and characteristics 

Learning from the Extremes aims at addressing inequalities of access to digital education by 

enhancing inclusion and by reducing the digital gap suffered by school communities from 

remote areas with low connectivity, limited or no access to devices and digital educational 
tools and content.  

The project aims to offer a vision of what can be achieved with adequate investment in ICT 

infrastructure, tools and content, along with a detailed Rural School Innovation Roadmap on 

how to achieve that vision – a plan with clear targets, clear priorities, and a management 
process that will ensure continuous feedback and reflection.  

Learning from the Extremes adopts a multidimensional approach to thinking about and 

planning for the future of technology enhanced rural school education, comprising a) 

foresight work involving all educational stakeholders, aiming to identify the probable, 

possible and desired developments in rural school education in the mid-term future and b) 

user-driven consultation process with the key stakeholders, to map the directions provided 

by the foresight activity onto the diverse realities of rural schools in Europe today, assessing 

the impact of numerous innovative digital solutions and identifying barriers to adoption and 

wide roll-out. Participating rural and remote schools will all benefit from stronger, more 

responsive, and reliable distance education platforms, online labs, and simulations, 

supporting high-performance web-conferencing and collaboration tools.  

All schools will be able to share teaching excellence with professional support in the 

classroom, the school, and the region. Students will have modern, connected, and 
constructive learning spaces equipped to support engaged, personalised learning.  

Teachers will have the development, support, and resources they need to integrate digital 

tools within the learning environment. School communities will have access to digital tools 

and connectivity for effective communication and collaboration.   

 

2.2 Work packages and deliverables 

The project will be realized in 24 months. The work is organized in 9 Work packages (WP), 

including management and administration (WP1).  

 

  

Figure 1: The LfE work-plan structure 
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Below there is a brief overview of the Work Packages’ objectives, as set in the proposal 

approved and adopted by Grant Agreement “LC-01760255 / 101052266 LfE / Learning from 

the Extremes”.  This overview provides the framework for the evaluation of the project’s 

progress and effectiveness so far. 

 

Work 
package 

No 
Work Package Title 

Lead 
Participant  

Person-
Months 

Start 
Month 

End 
month 

1 Project Management IEP 17 1 24 

2 Needs Analysis ATIT 29 1 8 

3 Rural Schools Innovation Strategies UCY 32 1 20 

4 Calls for proposals support mechanism EA 32 1 22 

5 Community Building and Support NUCLIO 41 1 22 

6 Pilots Implementation and Training CARNET 56 4 22 

7 Impact Assessment TCD 34 1 24 

8 Learning from the Extremes Roadmap IEP 24 15 24 

9 Dissemination and Awareness Raising SV 28 1 24 

   293   

Table 1: Work Packages  

 

Work Package 1 – Project Management                                                                        Lead: IEP 

T1.1 Project coordination and management (M1 – M24) Results in: D1.1, D1.2, D1.3. 

T1.2 Administrative and financial support (M1 – M24)  

T1.3 Risk and quality management (M1 – M24) Results in: D1.1, D1.2, D1.3, D1.4 

T1.4 Project meetings (M1 – M24) Results in: D1.3 

Deliverables 

D1.1 Project Handbook, Quality Plan & Risk Management (M2, IEP) 

D1.2 Data Management Plan (M6, M24, IEP) 

D1.3 Periodic Report (M12, M24, IEP) 

D1.4 Quality Assurance Report (M12, M24, IEP) 

The overall aim of the first work package is to ensure the smooth operation of the project in 

terms of day-to-day management and interfacing with the European Commission. In 

particular, WP1 aims to support the following objectives:  

 coordinating the joint efforts of the consortium during the execution of the project,  

 ensuring the smooth progress of the work plan and the fulfilment of the consortium's 

contractual obligations and  

 providing the necessary liaisons between the consortium and the EU as well as other 

project-related consortia,   

 supporting partners in administrative matters,  

 assisting in the communication and collaboration setting-up,   

 running and maintenance of the project,  

 organising and assisting the running and following up of project meetings,  

 follow scheduling of reports and deliverables,  

 maintaining the schedule,  
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 establishing and maintaining financial plan,  

 monitoring and reporting,  

 coordination of costs submission, preliminary checks of individual costs and 

consolidation of cost,  

 following-up of EC payments, distributing partner shares according to consortium 

agreement rules,  

 providing financial helpdesk services.  

In addition, it will guarantee that the project results have been produced based on high quality 

standards and it will implement and maintain a quality assurance plan that will provide a single 

point of reference on the quality that will be governed during the course of the project.  

 

Work Package 2 - Needs Analysis                                                                                  Lead: ATIT 

Tasks Deliverables 

T2.1 Scanning the Horizon (M1 – M4), (Lead: 
ATIT): Results in: D2.1 

D2.1 Addressing Challenges and 
Elevating Opportunities in Rural 
Education (M4, ATIT) T2.2 Defining Obstacles and Enablers (M1-M4), 

(Lead: ATIT): Results in: D2.1 

T2.3 Needs Analysis Study Implementation (M3-
M8), (Lead: ATIT): Results in: D2.2 

D2.2 Needs Analysis (M8, ATIT) 

T2.4 Generating Creative Options (M6– M8), 
(Lead: EA): Results in: D2.3 

D2.3 Generating Creative Options (M8, 
EA) 

The overall objective of the WP 2 is to help partners: 

 gain insights and understanding related to the access and use of digital technologies 

in education by surveying the school key stakeholders (head teachers, teachers, ICT 

coordinators, pupils and parents) from schools located in remote areas of different 

European countries.  

 understand the attitudes and needs of the school community towards this use.  

The main barriers of the implementation of technology in remote schools around Europe will 

be addressed while at the same time the enablers for the technology take-up will be explored 

to present creative options for rural schools’ communities.   

 

Work Package 3 - Rural Schools Innovation Strategies                                          Lead: UCY 

Tasks Deliverables 

T3.1 Participatory Engagement Activities (M1 – 
M20), (Lead: UCY): Results in: D3.1 

D3.1 Participatory Engagement 
Activities Report (M20, UCY) 

T3.2 Strengthened organisation and support for 
rural schools (M3-M8), (Lead: UCY): Results in: 
D3.2 

 
 
D3.2 Rural Schools Innovation Strategies 
(M8, UCY) T3.3 Supporting equity and excellence in rural 

schools (M3-M8), (Lead: UCY): Results in: D3.2 

T3.4 Supporting rural schools as community and 
educational spaces (M3– M8), (Lead: EA): 
Results in: D3.2 

T3.5 Creating an Inventory of best practices and 
successful applications (M4– M20), (Lead: UCY): 
Results in: D3.3 

D3.3 Best Practices Inventory (M10, 
M20, UCY) 
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The overall objective of WP3 is to: 

 strengthen the dialogue between all relevant actors, including school heads, teachers, 

ICT coordinators, students, parents, technology providers, policy-makers, universities 

and research organizations, experts and nongovernmental organizations, (NGOs) with 

the aim to exchange and analyze best practices and successful applications of how to 

increase access to digital educational solutions with a focus on schools located in 

remote areas.  

Three key thematic groups will be developed to explore the main challenges and opportunities 

for Rural Education as part of the high-performing digital education ecosystem envisioned by 

the EU Digital Education Action Plan 2021-2027: a) Strengthened organization and support for 

rural schools b) Supporting equity and excellence in rural schools and c) Supporting rural 

schools as community and educational spaces. An inventory of best practices and applications 

will be developed to facilitate the school pilots, based on a concrete framework of selection 

criteria, and will be constantly populated throughout the life cycle of the project so as to meet 

the needs identified in WP2.  

 

Work Package 4 - Calls for proposals support mechanism                                    Lead: EA 

Tasks Deliverables 

T4.1 Developing the FSTP Support Mechanism 
(M1 – M3), (Lead: INTRA): Results in: D4.1 

D4.1 Calls Publication (M4, INTRA) 

T4.2 Call for Proposals Preparation and 
Announcement (M2-M7), (Lead: EA): Results in: 
D4.1 

T4.3 Proposals Evaluation (M8-M9), (Lead: EA):  
Results in: D4.2 

D4.2 List with the selected school-
development projects (M9, EA) 

T4.4 Project Agreements, Contracts and 
Financial Support (M10– M22), (Lead: EA): 
Results in: D4.3 

D4.3 Model Contracts, Reporting 
Templates (M10, EA) 

T4.5 Projects Finalization and Reporting (M19– 
M22), (Lead: EA): Results in: D4.4 

D4.4 Projects Reports (M22, EA) 

The overall objective of WP4 is to: 

 set-up a fair and transparent mechanism to coordinate and implement an open call 

for proposals, their evaluation, the selection of the most promising ones, their 

funding, their monitoring and their finalization.  

The Learning from the Extremes project is required to provide a fast-track framework of the 

recruitment campaign, its dissemination and the management of the submission of the 

proposals and their selection process. The framework will also include the evaluation criteria 

as well as the monitoring and reporting mechanisms which will allow the collection of the 

necessary data to monitor their implementation and validate their success.  

1,200,000 Euros will be allocated to about 80 projects involving 100-150 rural schools from 10 

EU countries (Greece, Portugal, Cyprus, Croatia, Finland, Ireland, Bulgaria, Romania, Italy and 

Spain).  
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More specifically, WP4 includes two Tasks, both resulting to D4.1 Calls Publication (M4, 

INTRA): 

 T4.1 Developing the FSTP Support Mechanism (M1 – M3), (Lead: INTRA) 

 T4.2 Call for Proposals Preparation and Announcement (M2-M7), (Lead: EA) 

 

Geographical Coverage of the Learning from the Extremes Preparatory Action 

 
Country Status of National 

Coordinator 
 

No of 
School 

Projects  

Type of Schools (Min) No of 
Teachers 

(Min) 

No of 
Students 

(Min) 

Greece Educational 
Authority (IEP) 

10 (13-18) 7 Primary (Multigrade), 
3 Secondary and  2 

Vocational 

65 750 

Portugal NGO (NUCLIO) 10 (13-18) 7 Primary (Multigrade), 
3 Secondary and 2 

Vocational 

65 750 

Cyprus Educational 
Authority (CPI) 

5 (5-10) 2 Primary (Multigrade), 
2 Secondary and 1 

Vocational 

25 350 

Croatia National Academic 
and Research 

Network (CARNET) 

10 (13-18) 7 Primary (Multigrade), 
3 Secondary and 2 

Vocational 

65 750 

Ireland National Teachers 
CPD Center 

(DWEC) 

10 (13-18) 5 Primary (Multigrade), 
5 Secondary and  3 

Vocational 

65 750 

Finland University (JYU) 10 (13-18) 5 Primary (Multigrade), 
5 Secondary and  3 

Vocational 

65 750 

Bulgaria National Research 
Network (NRNA) 

10 (13-18) 5 Primary (Multigrade), 
5 Secondary and  3 

Vocational 

65 750 

Romania School Network 
Coordinator (EA) 

5 (5-10) 3 Primary (Multigrade), 
1 Secondary and 1 

Vocational 

25 350 

Italy School Network 
Coordinator (EA) 

5 (6-11) 3 Primary (Multigrade), 
2 Secondary and 1 

Vocational 

30 400 

Spain School Network 
Coordinator (EA) 

5 (6-11) 3 Primary (Multigrade), 
2 Secondary and 1 

Vocational 

30 400 

  Table 2: Geographical Coverage of the Learning from the Extremes Preparatory Action 
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Work Package 5 - Community Building and Support                                             Lead: NUCLIO 

Tasks Deliverables 

T5.1 Community Building Mechanism (M1 – 
M4), (Lead: NUCLIO): Results in: D5.1 

D5.1 Support Mechanism (M4, NUCLIO)  

T5.2 Community Portal and School 
Communities Platform (M3-M20), (Lead: 
INTRA):  Results in: D5.2 

D5.2 Learning from the Extremes 
Community Platform (M10, M22, INTRA) 

T5.3 Community Building Tools and Services 
(M3-M20), (Lead: NUCLIO): Results in: D5.3 

D5.3 Community Building Tools and 
Services (M10, M22, NUCLIO) 

T5.4 Rural Schools Innovation Map (M9– 
M22), (Lead: INTRA): Results in: D5.4 

D5.4 Rural Schools Innovation Map 
(M10, M22, INTRA) 

The overall objective of the WP5 is to develop: 

 an effective Consultation and Support Mechanism to facilitate the implementation of the 

proposed approach in remote schools in the participating countries. The proposed 

mechanism will offer to school communities, targeted educational consultation and 

training services ahead and during the take-up of deployment pilots through a) numerous 

participatory engagement activities (provision of guidelines and training, vision building 

workshops, practice reflection workshops, hangouts and online support) and b) 

networking and mentoring opportunities. The services will be designed to support 

schools located in remote areas with aspects of self-evaluation, content development, 

openness and overall school improvement in order to successfully plan, choose and 

implement the best digital technology solutions for the inclusivity of their students.  

A devoted Community Portal and School Communities Platform will be developed to support 

the process, to facilitate the sharing of ideas and project and to map the schools’ 

development.  

A Rural Schools’ Innovation Map will be developed to depict the evolution of the schools’ 

network and offering opportunities for networking, common project at European level and 

exchange of school staff for sharing experiences and best practices. Schools will be supported 

to use self-reflection tools to better understand their needs regarding different aspects of the 

school life. After using these self-reflection tools, schools will be able to develop their own 

development plans and to set up their innovation agendas making use of the financial support 

that will be provided by the project. Their overall performance will be assessed again with the 

self-reflection tools at the end of the piloting phase that will last 12 months.   

Work Package 6 - Pilots Implementation and Training                                        Lead: CARNET 

Tasks Deliverables 

T6.1 Piloting Implementation and Training Plan 
(M4-M6), (Lead: CARNET): Results in: D6.1 

D6.1 Implementation plan (M8, 
CARNET) 

T6.2 Training Materials and Online Support (M4-
M20), (Lead: NUCLIO): Results in: D6.2 

D6.2 Report on the Schools 
Development Plans (M21, EA) 

T6.3 Pilots Deployment (M9-M20), (Lead: 
CARNET): Results in: D6.3 

D6.3 Report on the Learning from the 
Extremes School-based Pilots (M21, 
CARNET) 

T6.4 Rural Schools Innovation Academy (M9-
M24), (Lead: EA): Results in: D6.4 

D6.4 School Innovation Academy 
(M24, EA) 
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The overall objective of WP6 is to: 

 run deployment pilots to allow the selected primary (including multigrade schools), 

secondary and vocational schools to benefit from the most suitable technical 

solutions to reduce the digital gap, limited or no access to devices and digital 

educational tools and content.  

To support these pilots the project will design and run training programmes to enhance 

teachers’ digital competences regarding the use of the newly implemented digital devices and 

digital educational tools and content as well as regarding the development of innovative 

pedagogies. The project will propose the development of a continuous support mechanism, 

the Rural Schools Innovation Academy. An International Professional Development Course will 

take place at the end of the pilots to assess the potential of such mechanism and the benefits 

for rural schoolteachers and school heads.  

The overall objective of WP7 is to: 

 systematically validate the proposed approach and activities to identify their impact in 

terms of the effectiveness and efficiency. The impact assessment will focus on the effects 

(wished and unwished) and barriers to adoption in relation to the following aspects: impact 

on the processes of learning, teaching, and assessment; impact on the learning outcomes; 

impact on the classroom as a whole and the school as organization; overall acceptance of 

the innovation; impact on cost and benefit: total cost of operation and benefit – 

local/regional development returns, sustainability and corresponding organizational issues 

arising. The proposed validation methodology offers a framework for validating the 

introduction of innovation in schools so that piloting and field-testing results can be 

collated and analyzed systematically and then disseminated widely, thus ensuring rapid 

impact and widespread uptake.  

 

 

 

T6.5    International Professional Development 
Course (M19), (Lead: EA): Results in D6.5 

D6.5 Report on International 
Professional Development Course 
(M19, EA) 

Work Package 7 - Impact Assessment                                                                       Lead: TCD 

Tasks Deliverables 

T7.1 Impact Assessment Methodology and Plan 
(M1 – M4), (Lead: TCD): Results in: D7.1 

D7.1 Impact Assessment Plan (M4, TCD) 

T7.2 Impact Assessment Tools (M4-M9), (Lead: 
TCD): Results in: D7.2 

D7.2 Assessment instruments (M9, TCD) 

T7.3 Quality of the Learning from the Extremes 
Services (M4-M20), (Lead: JYU): Results in: D7.3 

D7.3 Integrated Assessment Report 
(M24, TCD) 

T7.4 Impact on participating schools (M9-M20), 
(Lead: TCD): Results in: D7.3 

T7.5 Integration of Results and Impact 
Assessment Report (M20–M24), (Lead: TCD): 
Results in D7.3 
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The overall objective of WP8 is to: 

 develop a strategy based on the insight gained by the collected data, the focused dialogues 

with stakeholders and running the deployment pilots, about how to increase access to 

digital education in remote areas with low connectivity, limited or no access to devices and 

digital educational tools and content throughout the participating countries. The strategy 

will result in the Rural Schools Innovation Roadmap which will include ready-to-use 

guidelines and standards for technology take-up to facilitate the rural schools’ 

transformation journey.  

 

The overall objective of WP9 is to: 

 design and implement a systematic raising awareness strategy that will contribute to the 

effective communication of the project’s results and outcomes, and will ensure the 

coordination of the dissemination and efforts across the project. The dissemination 

strategy will raise awareness of Learning from the Extremes project and its objectives, 

practices, activities and outcomes, among the project target groups. It will disseminate the 

project resources and encourage schools around Europe to take advantage of 

opportunities to participate in the Learning from the Extremes activities. It will build the 

online presence of the project and support the online communities and organize a series 

of dissemination activities that will allow for the consortium to develop links and 

opportunities for collaboration with similar activities in Europe.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Work Package 8 - Learning from the Extremes Roadmap                                        Lead: IEP 

Tasks Deliverables 

T8.1 EU Policy Framework (M15 – M21), (Lead: 
IEP): Results in: D8.1 

D8.1 Rural School Foresight, EU and 
National Policies (M24, IEP) 

T8.2 Lessons Learnt and Harmonization with 
National Policies and Reforms (M17-M21), 
(Lead: IEP):  Results in: D8.1 

T8.3 Rural Schools Innovation Roadmap (M19-
M24), (Lead: IEP): Results in: D8.2 

D8.2 Rural Schools Innovation Roadmap 
(M24, IEP) 

Work Package 9 - Dissemination and Awareness Raising                                            Lead: SV 

Tasks Deliverables 

T9.1 Dissemination and Awareness raising Plan 
(M1 – M4), (Lead: SV):  Results in: D9.1 

D9.1 Dissemination and Awareness 
Raising Plan (M4, SV) 

T9.2 Dissemination Material and Media 
Presence (M1-M24), (Lead: EA): Results in: D9.2 

D9.2 Dissemination materials (M3, M12, 
M24, EA) 

T9.3 Dissemination Activities and Conference 
(M4-M24), (Lead: SV): Results in: D9.3, D9.4a, 
D9.4b 

D9.3 Report on Dissemination and 
Awareness Raising Activities (M24, SV) 
D9.4a, D9.4b Policy Briefs (M13, M24, 
SV) 
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List of deliverables per date 

 
    Deliverable  Work 

package  
Lead  

participant   
Date  

D1.1   Project Handbook, Quality Plan & Risk 
Management   

1 IEP   31-03-2022  

D9.2a   Dissemination material   9 SV   30-04-2022  

D2.1   Addressing Challenges and   
Elevating Opportunities in Rural 
Education    

2 ATIT   31-05-2022  

D4.1   Calls Publication   4 INTRA   31-05-2022  

D5.1   Support Mechanism   5 NUCLIO   31-05-2022  

D7.1   Impact Assessment Plan   7 TCD   31-05-2022  

D9.1   Dissemination and Awareness Raising 
Plan   

9 SV   31-05-2022  

D1.2a   Data Management Plan   1 IEP   31-07-2022  

D2.2   Needs Analysis   2 ATIT   30-09-2022  

D2.3   Generating Creative Options   2 EA   30-09-2022  

D3.2   Rural Schools Innovation Strategies    3 UCY   30-09-2022  

D6.1   Implementation plan   6 CARNET   30-09-2022  

D4.2   List with selected school-development 
projects   

4 EA   31-10-2022  

D7.2   Assessment instruments   7 TCD   31-10-2022  

D3.3a   Best Practices Inventory   3 UCY   30-11-2022  

D4.3   Model Contracts, Reporting Templates  4 EA   30-11-2022  

D5.2a   Learning from the Extremes Community 
Platform    

5 INTRA   30-11-2022  

D5.3a   Community Building Tools and Services  5 NUCLIO   30-11-2022  

D5.4a   Rural Schools Innovation Map   5  INTRA   30-11-2022  

D1.3a   Periodic Report   1  IEP   31-01-2023  

D1.4a   Quality Assurance Report   1  IEP   31-01-2023  

D9.2b   Dissemination material   9  SV   31-01-2023  

Table 3: List of deliverables per Date 

Project Reporting  

The coordinator must submit technical and financial reports for each reporting period. These 
reports include requests for payment and must be drawn up using the forms and templates 
provided in Annex 7 of the GA.  

The LfE project is divided into the following ‘reporting periods’:  

RP1: Month 1 – 01/02/2022 to Month 8 – 30/09/2022  

RP2: Month 1 – 01/02/2022 to Month 12 -31/01/2023  

RP3: Month 13 – 01/02/2023 to Month 24 -31/01/2024  
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2.3 Project Milestones  

Learning from the Extremes has established the required structure, processes, and 

instruments to monitor, support and evaluate the project in all phases and achieve the 

following milestones or take corrective measures if needed. Clear and pragmatic decision-

making and voting processes, communication pathways and prompt reporting mechanisms 

are necessary. It is of outmost importance for the project management structure and 

processes to support the project in all phases, to focus and adapt accordingly to the specific 

objectives and needs of each phase and reassure the quality of the project’s management and 

implementation. The aforementioned objectives and phases are signposted by the project’s 

milestones.  

 MS  Milestone  Related 
work 

package   

Due 
date 

(month) 

Means of verification   

MS1   Kick off Meeting   All WPs   M1   
Planning and Organisation of the work.  
Internal management structure. 
Communication Channels. 
Detailed Planning and Decision-Making 
Process.   

MS2   Open Call for 
Proposals   

WP4, WP9   M4   
Open Call for Proposals, On-line support to 
the proposers, Calls related documentation 
available, Impact Assessment Plan Delivered.  
Major Dissemination effort to promote the 
call.   

MS3   Proposals   

Submission 
Deadline   

WP2, WP3,   

WP4, WP5,   

WP6, WP7, 
WP9   

M8   
Evaluation of the proposals in progress. 
Support materials for the selected projects 
are available (innovation strategies, best 
practices inventory, community platform, 
support services, assessment tools).   

MS4   Intermediate 
review of the 

Pilots   

WP1, WP3,   

WP5, WP6,   

WP7, WP8, 
WP9   

M13   
An intermediate review of the pilots will 
take place. Progress of the pilots. 
Identification of problematic cases. The 
Roadmap will start formulating in the next 
period based on these initial results.   

MS5   End of the pilots   WP2, WP3,  

WP4, WP5,   

WP6, WP7,   

WP8, WP9   

M20   
End of the Pilots. Impact Assessment work 
and Lessons Learnt tasks contributing to the 
Roadmap formation. Major Dissemination 
effort to mobilize policy makers to provide 
feedback for the Roadmap.   

MS6   End of the Project   WP1, WP7, 
WP8, WP9   

M24   
Delivery of the Final Impact Assessment 
Report. Delivery of the Roadmap.  
Realisation of the project’s conference. Final 
meeting of the project and preparation of 
the final report.   

 Table 4: Milestones 
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2.4 Project Management Objectives  

The Management structure of Learning from the Extremes project aims at facilitating the co-

operation between partners and relevant stakeholders while maintaining a strict control of 

gradual achievements of the project objectives. It distinguishes between decision making 
structures and organisation of daily operations.  

The basic characteristics of management structure, which are being used as a basis for 

establishing the particular criteria of its evaluation are soundness, professionalism, and 
flexibility, as vital features for efficiently managing a support action project which has a dual 

role to a) conduct activities and b) offer support to the Initiative, demonstration sides, 

schools, and other stakeholders.  

Special attention should also be given to the intrinsic characteristics of Learning from the 

Extremes as a multinational, multi-stakeholder, multi-cultural collaboration project. 

Transparent decision-making processes are required to ensure engagement and ownership 

of targeted stakeholders, while conflict resolution management focusing on prevention 

rather than resolution are essential for the effective running of the project.  

There are four main pillars on which the overall project management is based:   

i. The highly efficient and effective coordination of the consortium in terms of the 

management, technical, financial, administrative, risk management and conflict 

resolution issues, acting also as a prompt and effective reporting interface towards 

the Commission.  

ii. The continuous and detailed monitoring of the operational legal, economic, and 
technological challenges addressed by the Learning from the Extremes Preparatory 

Action, in order to successfully contribute to the expected impacts, set out in the 

work programme for this specific topic.  

iii. The appointment of a Communication Person responsible for each partner, who will 

take care of all the communication duties, timely, continuously from the beginning 

until the end of the project.  

iv. A regular link with European Institutions playing a major role in implementing 

related policies.  

 The Project Coordinator along with the Project Management Support Team ensures that the 
consortium and all the key stakeholders involved have at their disposal the necessary tools 
and procedures to effectively communicate, and therefore avoid the possibility of lack of 
communication and/or of management. The Project Management Support Team shall support 
the Coordinator in organizing the meetings, assist and facilitate the work of Coordinator for 
executing the decisions of the General Assembly as well as the day-to-day management of the 
Project.  

In particular, the Coordinator along with the Project Management Support Team is 

responsible for:  

• monitoring compliance by the Partners with their obligations.  

• keeping the address list of the Partners and other contact persons updated and available.  

• collecting, reviewing to verify consistency, and submitting reports and other deliverables 

(including financial statements and related certifications) to the European Commission.  

• transmitting documents and information connected to the Project to and between Work 

Package Leaders, as appropriate, and to any other Partners concerned.  
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• administering the Community financial contribution and fulfilling the financial tasks 

described.  

• providing, upon request, the Partners with official copies or originals of documents which 

are in the sole possession of the Coordinator, when such copies or originals are necessary 

for the Partners to present claims.  

• organizing and supporting plenary meetings (preparation, agenda, support during the 

events, circulation of minutes, presentations, and proceedings).  

• ensuring the effectiveness of the project’s internal information services.  
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3. Evaluation methodology and tools 

 

3.1 Evaluation methodology 

Most of the definitions of Quality Assurance describe it as a process of systematic monitoring 

and evaluation with a view to ensuring that the goods/deliverables/work being produced or 

aspects of a project are of the intended standard (https://www.merriam-

webster.com/dictionary/quality%20assurance, 

https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/quality-assurance etc.). 

In that sense, the present report aims to track the progress of tasks and activities carried out 

for the realization of the project’s objectives and keep the project stakeholders informed. That 

means that evaluation procedures are central as they are in any quality assurance endeavor, 

since they are needed for estimation of the degree that the project’s elements meet all its 

requirements, to check compliance with the original plan and ensure that the whole process 

is thoroughly monitored with a view to constant improvement and refinement.  

Given the above, the scope of the report is twofold, this implying the need to apply two main 

types of evaluation, summative as well as formative one, with an emphasis on the later since 

the interim report’s main aim is the identification of possible weaknesses in order to take up 

measures for improvement. Since monitoring is also essential at this point of the project’s 

timeline, summative evaluation data are needed to shed light to the progress of work that has 

been done so far. 

Formative evaluation will thus reveal the: 

 needs that have not yet been addressed 

 feasibility of the tasks and timelines set  

 usefulness of the various mechanisms, platforms etc. developed 

 potential of the project to be conducted as planned 

 progress towards meeting the objectives set 

 attainment of milestones and identify unexpected issues that may have arisen 

 project transparency and accountability allowing for project lessons learned to be 

shared, constructing knowledge and expertise (Arrow et al., 2003; Andersen et al., 

2002). 

 

Summative evaluation, on the other hand, will be used to:  

 assess the quality and impact of the fully implemented or completed tasks, 

 to verify successful implementation of particular tasks/deliverables etc. in relation to 

the goals stated. 

 

Outcome evaluation is not yet possible for most of the work packages but wherever this is 

feasible, effects or impact will also be investigated.  

 

 

https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/quality%20assurance
https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/quality%20assurance
https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/quality-assurance
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3.2 Evaluation framework 

Given that “project evaluation is a multi-layered affair” and that “because projects vary in size, 

availability of resources and specific goals, they must be adapted to the uniqueness of its 

context, especially with changes occurring over time” (Haass & Guzman, 2020).   

As a result, “the project evaluation field is fractioned with multiple approaches attempting to 

show diverse angles of the phenomena to different audiences” (Haass & Guzman, 2020).  

According to relevant literature, most project evaluation approaches consider mainly 

objective aspects such as time, cost and quality (Anzoise and Sardo, 2016), overlooking 

subjective aspects that reflect the dynamic and complex nature of the projects or neglecting 

“soft” criteria such as longer-term goals or impact on society and the environment.  

For this reason, it was considered more appropriate for the needs of the present report to 

apply not only objective and tangible criteria for the evaluation of its aspects, but also criteria 

which reveal its dynamic nature. This perspective that accounts for both objective and 

subjective aspects of the project is rendered to fit particularly the nature of LfE project, since 

communication is an essential element for its effective implementation while the 

accomplishment of its goals is extremely dependent on a number of factors relating – among 

others - to the efficiency, willingness and context of schools and teachers in different countries 

participating   in the project. That means that the present evaluation needs to go beyond the 

number of objective, tangible, mostly quantitative criteria and indicators, in order to include 

a set of more subjective qualitative criteria which capture mainly the beliefs and attitudes of 

the people involved. 

The evaluation framework proposed, thus, includes a selection of criteria, qualitative and 

quantitative, accounting for both objective and subjective dimensions of the project, going 

beyond a simplistic examination of success and failure. The evaluation methodology is 

designed and implemented on the basis of the nature of the activities, the deliverables, the 

results and the participants’ roles and responsibilities.  

The evaluation criteria are qualitative and/or quantitative depending on the particular object 

evaluated. In more detail, the criteria are designed based on: 

• the general project’s goals  

• input and output quantitate indicators set by the project (number of deliverables 

etc.) 

• input and output qualitative indicators relating to the specific Work Packages and 

tasks of the project. 

To make the systematic review of the above possible, the various objects of evaluation are 

categorized into specific thematic areas: 

1. Project management (communication /meetings etc.) 

2. Progress of tasks and deliverables /Communication platform 

3. Communication with and support of schools 

4. Dissemination  
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3.3 Evaluation methods and tools  

Based on the nature of each set of indicators, the following methods are used for the 

evaluation procedures of each activity of the project 

• Desk research: Review of existing data and materials (deliverables, platform, schools’ 

response etc.) 

• Survey: Results based on the questionnaire responses (relating to qualitative 

indicators mostly). 

A Quality Assurance Questionnaire was constructed as part of the LfE project’s quality 

assurance procedures to be used for the development of the interim Quality Assurance Report 

(D1.4 a). The questionnaire was anonymous and was addressed to all the members 

(personnel) participating in the project, whatever their role may be. It was NOT meant for 

third parties participating in the project (e.g. schools). 

Its purpose is to investigate partners’ opinions concerning LfE’s processes and relationships as 

well as their aspirations and satisfaction in relation to the work that has been done so far. The 

responses are considered to be valuable for the formative evaluation of the project since they 

will provide insight for any changes that may be necessary in order to improve the procedures 

and results.  

The main categories of the questions posed are: 

A. Expectations 

C. Management 

D. Communication and dissemination 

E. Meetings 

F. Thinking Ahead 

Most of the questions were closed, in 5-point Likert scale, but there were also a number of 

open-ended ones, asking about the partners’ opinions or comments on certain items. 

3.4 Evaluation criteria/indicators – methods/tools 

The methods and tools implemented for the quality assurance of the project were selected 

according to the nature of the performance indicators and criteria. Taking into consideration 

all the above, the criteria /indicators as well as the tools and methods used in the current 

evaluation endeavor, are as follows: 

3.4.1 Project Management and communication  

Given the main pillars and basic requirements on which the overall project management is 

based, the criteria for its evaluation are: 
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 efficient and effective coordination of the consortium in terms of the management, 

technical, financial, administrative, risk management and conflict resolution issues. 

 continuous and detailed monitoring of the operational legal, economic, and technological 

challenges addressed by the LfE Preparatory Action, in order to successfully contribute to 

the expected impacts. 

 regular link with European Institutions playing a major role in implementing related 

policies 

 intrinsic characteristics of the project as a multinational, multi-stakeholder, multi-cultural 

collaboration project  

 transparency about the project status as well as risk recognition as principles that the 

project partners should be committed to 

 effective operation in a big, distributed team, communication and collaboration  

 quality guidelines applied to all project deliverables 

 efficiency of project meetings with a view to continuous improvement of the internal 

processes 

 openness as a core value of the project with regard to the project outcomes. 

 

Indicators Tools / Methods to be used 

 management and processes (clarity of project’s 
guides, coordination of efforts, scheduling of 
reports and deliverables, maintaining the schedule, 
decision making processes, ways of resolving 
conflict within the members of the group) 

 running and maintenance of the project 
(monitoring and reporting, provision of necessary 
liaisons, level of satisfaction in relation to specific 
areas, such as the way people in the project work 
together or the acquisition of useful knowledge) 

 communication and relationships (effectiveness 
and satisfaction, level/type of communication 
between the partners, effectiveness of 
communication tools, effectiveness of 
communicating the project’s aims with its intended 
target group). 

 Meetings (effectiveness and satisfaction, 
compliance to project schedule, attendance, 
agenda, materials and minutes, organization) 

 

 

 Desk research (review 
of materials) 

 Questionnaire for 
partners participating 
in the project 

 

 

3.4.2 Progress of tasks and deliverables /Communication platform 

Due to the importance of the tasks and deliverables themselves for the effectiveness of the 

project, the progress of work in the framework of the tasks on one hand and the consistency 

as well as the quality of the deliverables on the other, are reviewed separately through both 

qualitative and quantitative indicators. 
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• progress of the work plan and fulfilment of contractual obligations (achievement 

level of expected goals - achievement of Work Packages-development of mechanisms 

and tools) 

Performance Indicators Tools / Methods to be used 

 Compliance to project schedule (quality of 
deliverables and consistency of submission 
based on the contract requirements and 
the management guide 

 Attainment of milestones 

 Efficiency of website (Traffic/ Analytics)  

 Efficiency of communication platform 

 Review of materials 

 Questionnaires depending on 
the nature of the product 

 Review of website (Traffic/ 
Analytics data)  

 Review of communication 
platform 

 

LfE’s Key performance Indicators 

The project’s impacts are harmonized with its objectives (Section 3.1) and the WPs (Section 5) 

of the work to be performed. To effectively monitor the progress and impact of the project, 

the consortium has identified several KPIs that will be periodically revisited during the project. 

Continuous monitoring of KPIs will enable us to assess the project progress and identify and 

incorporate modifications in the work plan when needed. Table 4.3 provides a summary of 

the different KPIs that will be employed to assess the technical, pedagogical and economic 

impact of Learning from the Extremes Preparatory Action.   

Key performance 
indicator 

Target value Description and Expected Impact 

Participatory 
Engagement Activities 

 

10 per country 
(WP2, WP3). 
Involvement 

of 1,000 
stakeholders 

Needs Analysis, Vision Building, Practice Reflection, 
Summative Reflection.   

 Gain insights and understanding 

 Strengthen dialogue between all actors. 

Best Practices and 
Tools for Rural Schools   

>50 Exemplary 
Cases (WP3) 

Exemplary cases to populate the project’s 
Inventory and act as reference points for the 
school pilots.  

Number of 
Applications to be 
submitted 

150-300 
(WP4) 

Expected number  

User-friendly Application Process for school 
communities 

Number of Projects to 
be supported   

80 with aver. 
funding 

15,000€ 
(WP4) 

 Projects to be financed through the FSTP 
Mechanism. 

Number of Schools to 
be supported (100% 
schools of low 
technological 
maturity)   

 

 

100-150 
(WP4) 

Projects to be submitted by small school 
partnerships.  

Financial support will be allocated to install the 
Entry HECC Scenario in all participating schools.   

Equal opportunities to all schools.  
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Total funding to 
projects  

1,200,000€ 

(WP4) 

>50% of the funding will be allocated to the small-
scale projects.   

Estimated additional 
funding for the 
Schools from 
ERASMUS+ KA1 and 
KA2 projects   

 

>500,000€ 

(WP6) 

Funding from ERASMUS KA1+ and KA2 successful 
applications that will be prepared from the 
participating schools with the consultation of the 
consortium (submitted during the pilot phase of 
the project).  

   Effective and Meaningful Consultation Process.  

Duration of Evaluation 
& Contract 
Preparation 

2 months 
(WP4) 

Fast-track process   

Number of Schools per 
project   

1-5 (WP4) Number of schools participating in the small-scale 
projects   

Consultation Targeted 
Services  

4 categories of 
Services  

(WP5) 

 Services for the small-scale project and the rural 
schools’ communities.  

   Consultation and Training Services.  

Geographical coverage    10  

(WP2, WP4, 
WP5, WP6) 

Greece, Portugal, Cyprus, Croatia, Finland, Ireland, 
Bulgaria, Romania, Italy and Spain.  

   Wide EU Coverage (Countries).   

Teachers Involved   >500   

(WP2, WP4, 

WP5, WP6) 

 School Leaders and Teachers (minimum number) 
to participate in the small-scale projects.  

Wide EU Coverage (Teachers).   

Students Involved   >6,000 

 (WP2, WP4, 

WP5, WP6) 

Students (min. number) to participate in the 
educational activities making use of the installed 
infrastructure.  

Wide EU Coverage (Students).   

Local Communities 
Involved  

100-150  

(WP2, WP4, 

WP5, WP6) 

Local Communities to use the installed 
infrastructure in the school (school as community 
hub strategy).  

Wide EU Coverage (Local Communities).   

Table 5: Learning from the Extremes KPIs 
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3.4.3 Communication with and support of schools 

This area is review separately due to its importance as the basic object of LfE Project. 

Evaluation of workshops 

Performance Indicators Tools / Methods to be used 

 Compliance to project schedule 

 Attendance 

 Agenda, materials and minutes 

 Organisation/ Administration 

 Review of materials 

 Observation/ Physical attendance  

 Questionnaire for participants 

Evaluation of the training course and material 

Performance Indicators Tools / Methods to be used 

 

 Compliance to project schedule 

 Content 

 

 Review of material 

 Questionnaire for trainees 

 

Evaluation of the training pilot implementation 

Performance Indicators Tools / Methods to be used 

 Compliance to project schedule 

 Effectiveness of training 

 Number of participants 

 Participants characteristics 
(experience etc.) 

 Training interaction 

 Organisation/ Administration 

 Trainers’ efficiency and expertise  

 

 Questionnaire for trainees and 
trainers 

 Observation/ Physical attendance at 
a seminar 

 

 

3.4.4 Dissemination  

 

Performance Indicators Tools / Methods to be used 

 

 Compliance to project schedule 

 Content of materials based on the 
contract requirements 

 Appearance/ Attractiveness  

 

 Review of materials 

 Evaluation questionnaire to the 
participants in the Final Conference 
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4. Presentation of results 

 

4.1 Project management and communication 

Based on the objectives of project management with its main aim being to ensure the smooth 

operation of the project in terms of day-to-day management and interfacing with the 

European Commission, as well as to guarantee that the project results have been produced 

according to high quality standards, the following activities and results towards the 

accomplishment of the goals are presented: 

IEP has carried out the necessary actions and contacts with the partners in order to ensure 

the smooth implementation of the project and to comply with the terms of the contract 

agreed by the consortium. IEP’s management team is in constant communication with the 

representative of the European Commission so as to provide necessary information about the 

progress of the project as well as about particular issues arising. They also provide support to 

the partners regarding both management and financial matters, trying to ensure that the 

schedules are met as far as submission of deliverables is concerned, check the partners’ 

financial reports and conduct quality control of the deliverables as well as of the project 

implementation in general.  

Until 30-11-2022, IEP has worked on and completed three deliverables: D.1.1. Project 

Handbook, Quality Plan and Risk Management (M2), D1.2a Data Management Plan (M6) and 

D.1.3a Periodic Report (Prefinancing) (M9), and has made a payment to the partners for the 

coverage of personnel’s costs.  

The main purpose of D.1.1. Project Handbook, Quality Plan and Risk Management was to 

provide a single point of reference on the quality that will govern the course of LfE project. It 

is meant to define the project management procedures, roles and responsibilities with 

emphasis on the quality control and quality assurance activities that will be carried out, 

making reference to all the necessary mechanisms and structures for the management and 

administrative coordination of the project (governance, change management, communication 

plan, project calendar, stages, milestones, reporting roles and responsibilities for all the 

partners). 

The document is public in order to support all the partners through the project’s different 

activities and it complements what is already contained within the Consortium Agreement as 

well as within the Grant Agreement and its Annexes.  

Risk Management Plan & Contingency Plan, in particular, supports the project’s management 

as a dynamic activity to be carried out during the whole duration of the project aiming to:  

 guarantee that the project results have been produced based on high quality standards  

 implement and maintain a quality assurance plan that will provide a single point of 

reference on the quality that will be governed during the course of the project. 

 Several internal quality audits are to be carried out at regular intervals in order to ensure 

that all partners involved follow the aforementioned rules and practices.  

 deal with any potential risks and perform risk management. Risks will be constantly 

assessed and evaluated within the whole project. It is important to underline that risk 

management is a dynamic activity, which will be implemented and carried out during the 

whole duration of the project.   
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Decision-Making, Voting & Conflict Resolution, is based on the standards set in D1.1. “Project 

Handbook, Quality Plan & Risk Management”. The Decision-Making and Conflict Resolution 

Process should be based on consent and transparency. During the project the partners will 

have to agree on and develop technical, scientific, and commercial ideas and specifications, 

with the objective to reach an agreement first by informal contact, followed by official 

confirmation via e-mail, letter or agreed written minutes. Decision should be made at the level 

concerned. Any party which is a member of the consortium body should be represented at 

any meeting of such a consortium body; may appoint a substitute or a proxy to attend and 

vote at any meeting; and shall participate in a cooperative manner in the meetings.  

Risk assessment and mitigation plans. D1.1. “Project Handbook, Quality Plan & Risk 

Management” also provides for a systematic approach to risk analysis in relation to the 

following key issues:   

• Possible partner-related issues, in case of bankruptcy during the project duration or 

withdrawal from the project due to financial, managerial or other reasons prior to Contract 

singing with the EC.  

• Possible application issues, in case the objectives and workflow of Learning from the 

Extremes cannot be handled by the involved partners 

In order to manage the project risks that may emerge, a Risk Register will be used as a 

management tool, which is to be updated as soon as risks are identified. The proposed risk-

mitigation measures are described in table 5.1, D1.1. “Project Handbook, Quality Plan & Risk 

Management”   

In addition, the Handbook also provides for a Communications Management Plan which sets 

the communications framework for LfE, serving as a guide for communications throughout 

the life of the project, defining the roles of LfE project partners as they pertain to 

communications. This plan will be updated as communication requirements change. The 
consortium is employing a variety of dissemination, raising awareness as well as exploitation 

strategies that will target to reassure the dissemination of project’s activities and outcomes 

at national, European level and beyond. Furthermore, it provides the mechanisms for 
effective community building and active participation in order to encourage a better sharing 

of experiences among practitioners across Europe.   

Quality Management: Deliverable Preparation and Peer Review Process  

The handbook provides a Deliverable Template for all deliverables to be formed according to 

the LfE standards. The template provides a deliverable identity sheet and specifies 

formatting for the most used elements of deliverable report.  

According to the requirements set in the above document, Quality Management will also be 

supported by the document facility of the collaborative project management platform for 

producing deliverables, since communication and exchange of information between the 
partners is considered to be of upmost importance. 

All project deliverables are to be subject to acceptance by the following parties, in the order 

indicated:  

 partner responsible for the deliverable (normally Task Leader)  
 WP Leader  
 Scientific Technical Coordinators  
 Project Coordinator  
 General Assembly and European Commission.  
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All deliverables are internally peer reviewed before their final submission. Depending on the 

deliverable’s scope and objectives the most appropriate experts coming from the consortium 
partners are to be chosen, and proposed by the Project Coordinator/Quality Manager.  

Internal Working Platform  

All deliverables, management documents, meetings, contacts in shared workspaces, 

newsletters, mailing list and interaction regarding deliverables and the partner interactions 

are facilitated by the server. Communities of practitioners are also in part realized on the 

BSCW Collaboration Platform1.  

The key features of the current version of the BSCW are:  

• Document management with version control  

• Workgroups organized fast, simply, and flexibly, allowing role-based access control  

• Shared calendars allowing the coordination of meetings in group calendars  

• Communication through discussion forums, blogs, and wikis  

• Contact management allowing team contact lists  

• Task management and coordination of shared activities through simple ad hoc 

workflows  

• Personal portals - Individually-designed portal pages for workgroups  

• Polls - Internal voting, public opinion polls and meeting scheduling within a group  

• Project management allowing creation of streamline project activities  

• Awareness – detailed change logs (history function) on all objects or automatic event 

notifications that keep participants informed  

• Integration - Seamless interaction with other systems  

  

Figure 2: The BSCW Collaboration Tool 

The consortium is committed to producing high quality research outcomes and deliverables 

and therefore quality control is important. Quality guidelines describe the internal peer 

review process, which is applied to all project deliverables. Before the project meetings 

regular internal surveys are performed in order to continuously improve the internal 

processes. These surveys address the whole group and work as self-reflection and self-

                                                           
1 The BSCW shared workspace system is an internal group collaboration tool with team members and with external partners. 

BSCW permits the creation of documents, appointments, contacts, tasks and notes within shared workspaces. Team members 

can access this data around-the-clock, from anywhere in the world. Mission-critical information is constantly available to all 

authorized personnel regardless of location. See https://fit-bscw.fit.fraunhofer.de/bscw   

https://fit-bscw.fit.fraunhofer.de/bscw
https://fit-bscw.fit.fraunhofer.de/bscw
https://fit-bscw.fit.fraunhofer.de/bscw
https://fit-bscw.fit.fraunhofer.de/bscw
https://fit-bscw.fit.fraunhofer.de/bscw
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evaluation tool regarding the project structures. In terms of ethics the consortium follows 

the general rules implied by the EC and has a strong commitment to always respect the 
individuals and their privacy.   

Finally, openness is a core value of the project and thus the consortium is looking into open 

strategies with regard to the project outcomes.  

Meetings 

Four (4) meetings have also been held so far: Kick-Off Meeting on 2-3 March, 2022 (online) 

and three (3) meetings in person: i. June 30 - 1 July 2022 in Athens, ii. 5-6 September 2022 in 

Lisbon and iii. 17-18 November 2022 in Dublin.  

 

4.2 Progress of tasks and deliverables 

Work Package WP2 (ATiT) 

ATiT which are responsible for WP2, focusing on understanding the importance of digital 
technology access and use for education and the educational community, reflected the 
significance and the positive effect of digital materials and tools in learning as well as the 
needs and difficulties faced by schools in remote areas regarding the accessibility and use of 

digital technology and digital tools, internet connectivity, but also the factors involved. As 
part of the package, deliverables D2.1 Addressing Challenges and Elevating Opportunities in 

Rural Education (M4) and D2.3 Generating Creative Options were submitted by EA 
(Ellinogermaniki Agogi) (M8), providing the basis for the candidate schools’ proposals. 
Deliverable D2.2 Needs Analysis (M8) has been extended with the agreement of European 

Commission to the end of January due to the fact that the completion of the deliverable 
requires data that are still in progress and under configuration. 

Work Package WP3 (UCY) 

WP3 aims at the development of a dialogue among the stakeholders to facilitate the 
exchange and analysis of good practices and successful applications using digital media, 

focusing mainly on schools in remote areas. It is through the process of developing this 

dialogue that remote schools' innovation strategies will be shaped. The process involves 
conducting three types of workshops. In the initial stage Vision Development Workshops 
were organized and conducted by the National Coordinators of the 10 participating 

countries, between April and September. IEP organised two Workshops, on 31-5-2022 and 
on 8-9-2022. As part of the exchange of good practices, UCY created and distributed a 

template to the National Coordinators, so as to provide the basis for the collection of 

information on good practices implemented in remote schools of the participating countries. 
Twenty-five (25) good practices were gathered, and accepted after being evaluated to be 

uploaded on the LfE Community Platform in order to contribute to the piloting process. The 

number of practices will further increase during the run of the project along with the 
implementation of the action plans of the selected schools.  
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Good practices gathered and accepted after being evaluated 

 

 School Country Dimension 

1 Primary school 
"Paisii Hilendarski" 

Bulgaria Dimension 4: Opportunities for personalised and inclusive 
learning (e.g., differentiation for personalised learning; 
differentiation for inclusive learning) 

2 Varna Maritime 
High School "St. 
Nicholas 
Tscudotvoretz" 

Bulgaria Dimension 1: Availability of ICT tools and applications 
(digital technology equipment; network requirements; 
access to educational content) 

3 OŠ Stjepana Radića 
Brestovec 
Orehovički 

Croatia Dimension 1: Availability of ICT tools and applications 
(digital technology equipment; network requirements; 
access to educational content) 

4 Osnovna škola 
Sibinjskih žrtava 

Croatia Dimension 3: Leadership (instructional; transformative; 
distributed) 

5 Kampos Primary 
School 

Cyprus Dimension 4: Opportunities for personalised and inclusive 
learning (e.g., differentiation for personalised learning; 
differentiation for inclusive learning) 

6 Agia Varvara 
primary school 

Cyprus Dimension 1: Availability of ICT tools and applications 
(digital technology equipment; network requirements; 
access to educational content) 

7 Ellinogermaniki 
Agogi 

European 
level 

Dimension 1: Availability of ICT tools and applications 
(digital technology equipment; network requirements; 
access to educational content) 

8 Ellinogermaniki 
Agogi 

European 
level 

Dimension 1: Availability of ICT tools and applications 
(digital technology equipment; network requirements; 
access to educational content) 

9 Ellinogermaniki 
Agogi 

European 
Level 

Dimension 1: Availability of ICT tools and applications 
(digital technology equipment; network requirements; 
access to educational content) 

10 Ellinogermaniki 
Agogi 

European 
Level 

Dimension 1: Availability of ICT tools and applications 
(digital technology equipment; network requirements; 
access to educational content) 

11 Ellinogermaniki 
Agogi 

European 
Level 

Dimension 1: Availability of ICT tools and applications 
(digital technology equipment; network requirements; 
access to educational content) 

12 Ellinogermaniki 
Agogi 

European 
level 

Dimension 2: Professional development of teachers (e.g. 
five areas of the Digital Competence Framework) 

13 Ellinogermaniki 
Agogi 

European 
Level 

Dimension 6: Opportunities for community learning (e.g., 
based on schools as community learning hubs; open 
schooling approaches, etc.) 

14 Lapunmäen koulu Finland Dimension 1: Availability of ICT tools and applications 
(digital technology equipment; network requirements; 
access to educational content) 

15 Vimpelin 
yhteiskoulu (Co-ed 
school of Vimpeli) 

Finland Dimension 1: Availability of ICT tools and applications 
(digital technology equipment; network requirements; 
access to educational content) 

16 Hirvasen koulu Finland Dimension 2: Professional development of teachers (e.g. 
five areas of the Digital Competence Framework) 
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17 Ellinogermaniki 
Agogi 

Greece Dimension 1: Availability of ICT tools and applications 
(digital technology equipment; network requirements; 
access to educational content) 

18 Ellinogermaniki 
Agogi 

Greece Dimension 1: Availability of ICT tools and applications 
(digital technology equipment; network requirements; 
access to educational content) 

19 9th Primary School 
of Komotini 

Greece Dimension 1: Availability of ICT tools and applications 
(digital technology equipment; network requirements; 
access to educational content) 

20  Institute of 
Educational Policy 

Greece Dimension 1: Availability of ICT tools and applications 
(digital technology equipment; network requirements; 
access to educational content) 

21 Ellinogermaniki 
Agogi 

Greece, 
Italy, 
Turkey 

Dimension 6: Opportunities for community learning (e.g., 
based on schools as community learning hubs; open 
schooling approaches, etc.) 

22 St. Brigid's NS Ireland Dimension 5: Connection with local/regional stakeholders 
(e.g. Clustering/sharing of resources with others) 

23 Assumption senior 
girls NS  

Ireland  Dimension 6: Opportunities for community learning (e.g., 
based on schools as community learning hubs; open 
schooling approaches, etc.) 

24 Escola Básica da 
Bobadela 

Portugal Dimension 2: Professional development of teachers (e.g. 
five areas of the Digital Competence Framework) 

25 Escola Secundária 
S. Pedro 

Portugal Dimension 4: Opportunities for personalised and inclusive 
learning (e.g., differentiation for personalised learning; 
differentiation for inclusive learning) 

Table 6: Good practices uploaded on the LfE Community Platform 

Eight (8) meetings were also held between UCY and the National Coordinators between 

March and August 2022. Practice Reflection Workshops will be organised in the forthcoming 

months as well as Summative Workshops upon completion of the pilot implementation. 

Deliverables D3.2 Rural Schools Innovation Strategies (M8) and D3.3. Best Practices 
Inventory (M10) were submitted. At the end of the project (M20), a report bringing together 
all the Participatory Engagement Activities will be published as well as a list of Best Practices.  

Work Package WP4 (EA) 

WP4 aims at the design of the coordination mechanism for submission of proposals, their 

evaluation for the selection of the best proposals, their financing, monitoring and 

finalization. The proposal submission process lasted 4 months from 15 May to 30 September 
2022 and used the LfE website (https://learningfromtheextremes.eu/calls/ ) and the F6S 
platform (https://www.f6s.com/f6s). 290 proposals were submitted and 76 were selected 
on the basis of the action plans proposed to be piloted in the next 12 months. The amount 
of money awarded to the 76 selected action plans ranged from 10,000 to 20,000 euros.  

Deliverable D4.1 Calls Publication was submitted by INTRA (M4), D4.2 List with the selected 
school-development projects by EA (M9) and D4.3 Model Contracts, Reporting Templates 
by EA (M10). Upon completion of the project, the reports from the implementation of the 

action plans will be compiled into a single report (M22). 

The FSTP Mechanism  

https://learningfromtheextremes.eu/calls/
https://www.f6s.com/f6s
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The proposal evaluation process and the selection of the projects to be funded (part of WP4 

actions) was a very crucial component of the project’s methodology, as it aimed to identify 
the high-promising solutions and their potential to support the innovation plans of the rural 

schools. Learning from the Extremes fast-track funding scheme was based on an efficient 

application, evaluation and selection scheme which follows international best practice in 

selecting and funding fast-track innovation projects in the field of technology supported 

education. Learning from the Extremes is expected to:  

• facilitate rural schools with proven relevant technology innovation and maturity focusing 

to the strategic priorities of inclusive learning  

• assist rural schools to develop innovative school development plans.  

• support school heads and schoolteachers to acquire key digital competencies to support 
their school’s transformation journey.  

The consortium prepared a Rural School Development Plan proposal template that was 
based on the ERASMUS+ European School Development Plan. The project team offered 

guidelines and seminars to all interested parties during the four months period that was 

planned for the submission of the proposals.  

The evaluation criteria were based on the following dimensions:  

• Technological and Pedagogical Innovation & Value Proposition  

Significance of the pedagogical and technical challenge in relation to the Rural Schools 

Innovation Strategies; Technological and Pedagogical Innovation merit of the proposed 
solution; School Technology Readiness Level (in relation with the highly equipped and 

connected classroom’ (HECC); Clarity and thoroughness of the approach and the intended 

outcomes (action plan/process definition); Originality / Uniqueness of the proposed solution 

in comparison with competitors.   

• Team Capacity, Work plan & Cost Effectiveness  

Consortium and Project Team Capacity; Relevant Background Knowledge, Intellectual 

Property (in case of content creation tools); Soundness of the work plan to ensure the 
feasibility of the project (in relation with the school’s development plan); The degree to 

which the public investment in the project would be justified by the level of proposed effort 

and expected learning outcomes.  

 Impact Potential, Transferability and Sustainability  

The quality of the proposed school strategy (as described in the development plan); the 

definition of key performance indicators (KPIs) and success criteria; The potential for scaling 
up and transferability.  

The application process included a 10-page on-line application addressing the following 

issues:  

• scope, needs definition, significance, methods and tools for the proposed solution, 

justification of innovation  

• relevance to the Rural Schools Innovation Strategies Areas justification (one or more)  

• description of intended outcomes, key performance indicators (KPIs) and success criteria  

• stakeholders' engagement plan, including user-testing, piloting and experiments with 

emphasis to ethics approval when access to student and school data is required.  

• technology readiness level of the school infrastructure   

• impact (changes and benefits) plan, risk and barriers analysis including the mitigation 
strategy for managing each of these risks and barriers  
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• synthesis of the consortium (in case of a network of schools applying), lead applicant, 

team members and roles, justification of their capacity to succeed  

• budget analysis of the equipment and the services  

The selection process included 3 stages:  

1. Initial assessment of applications against the eligibility criteria (pass-fail evaluation).  

2. Eligible applications were clustered according to the Rural Schools Innovation 
Strategies they address, and after being referred to the Review Panel to assess it 

against the same criteria according to the methodology agreed by the partners, a 
criterion-by-criterion score as well as an overall score for each proposal was provided 

on the evaluation matrix developed.  

3. Final selection based on merit was done by the Learning from the Extremes 
Selection Panel (includes the Project Coordinator, the coordinator of the Review 

Panel, the representatives of the National Coordinators and the Ethics Manager) 

based on the recommendation of the Review Panel.  

For each selected project, a final evaluation was organised to assess the outcomes of the 

project against its success criteria, by a panel consisting of members of the Learning from the 

Extremes Selection Panel and the original Review Panel.  

Preparation of the Call and Communication  

Based on the challenges set in WP3, the consortium published a call of proposals, on M4, 

which remained open for 4 months to offer access to the project documentation and to 

inform the interested schools, networks of schools and educational authorities for the 

action.   

The evaluation process lasted for one month and the preparation phase for the contractual 

agreement between the consortium partners and the third parties (selected schools, 

networks of schools or educational authorities) lasted one month, also.   

The project team published the open call with respect to transparency, equal treatment, 

conflict of interest and confidentiality.  

The Learning from the Extremes open call was officially announced on 15th May 2022 and 
remained open until 30 September 2022. Due to certain circumstances in some of the 

countries, the deadline was extended till October 10th 2022 for schools in Bulgaria, Italy and 
Spain. 

The number of projects from schools (or network of schools) that were submitted are 

presented in the following table: 

 

Bulgaria Croatia Cyprus Finland Greece Ireland Italy Portugal Romania Spain 

16 35 13 49 68 24 6 63 9 7 

TOTAL 290 

Table 7: Projects from schools (or network of schools) submitted 
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From the schools above, the following ones were selected: 

 BULGARIA Required Budget  

1 Secondary School "St. St. Cyril and Methodius" 19.997,00 

2 Vasil Levski Secondary School 19.866,00 

3 Private profiled high school with foreign language education "CHELOPECH" 19.998,96 

4 Otets Paisii Primary School 10.477,39 

5 General Skobelev Primary School 11.624,22 

6 Vasil Levski Primary School 17.861,98 

7 St. St. Cyril and Methodius Primary School 18.953,08 

8 St. St. Cyril and Methodius Primary School 16.970,80 

9 St. St. Cyril and Methodius Primary School 14.238,88 
 CROATIA  

1 Elementary School Rovišće 9.940,00  

2 Elementary School Peršaves 14.910,00  

3 High School Ivan Meštrović, Drniš 9.940,00  

4 High School Ilok 9.940,00  

5 High School Markantun de Dominis, Rab 18.800,00  

6 Elementary School Blato 9.940,00  

7 Elementary School Sveta Marija 19.916,00  

8 Elementary School Ivana Martinovića 19.984,50  

9 Elementary School Vođinci 19.642,98  
 CYPRUS  

1 Kampos Tsakistras Primary School 16.000 

2 Potamia Primary School 16.000 

3 Agia Varvara Primary School 16.000 

4 Solea Lyceum (replaced Athienou High School – Gymnasium)  16.000 

5 Ayia Varvara Regional High School 16.000 

 FINLAND  

1 Kristiinankaupungin kantakaupungin koulu 19.163,18 

2 Laihian kouluverkosto (7 koulua) 20.000 

3 Matti Lohen koulu & Kerkonjoen koulu 20.000 

4 Kirkonmäen koulu 20.000 

5 Toholammin yläkoulu 19.858,35 

6 Joutsan lukio 20.000 

7 Brahe 19.281,5 

 GREECE  

1 Nursery School of Malona, Rhodes Island 2.955 

2 Primary School of Giannitsochori, Zacharo, Ilia Prefecture 20.000 

3 Primary School of Ereikousa, Kerkyra island 1.740 

4 Primary school of Anopolis, Sfakia, Crete Island 17.000 

5 Junior high school of Feres, Evros 15.375 

6 Primary School of Chalandritsa 19.380 

7 Junior High School of Goumenissa, Kilkis 17.050 

8 High School of Samothraki 20.000 

9 1st Vocational High School of Ithaki 20.000 

10 Nursery School of Kountoura 
 

7.000 
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 IRELAND  

1 Kinaffe NS Swinford 10.000 

2 St Michael's NS Rackwallace 10.000 

3 Newtown Upper NS. Faugheen  10.000 

4 Scoil Mhuire Lourdes 10.000 

5 Scoil Naomh Taobhóige 10.000 

6 Gaelscoil an Inbhir Mhóir 10.000 

7 Lanesborough Primary School 10.000 

8 Athlone Community College 10.000 

9 Kilmurry NS. Sixmilebridge 10.000 

10 Scoil Padre Pio. Churchfield Terrace 10.000 

11 KIlcooley National School 10.000 

12 Lisvernane NS. Glen of Aherlow 10.000 

13 Clonea Power NS 10.000 

14 Malahide Portmarnock Educate Together National School 10.000 

15 Butlersbridge N.S. 10.000 

 ITALY  

1 G. Rodari 20.000 
 PORTUGAL  

1 EB/JI de Junceira (Agrupamento de Escolas dos Templários) 19.500  

2 EB Barroca Grande (Agrupamento de Escolas Frei Heitor Pinto) 20.000  

3 EB1 de Barbacena (Agrupamento de Escolas nº3 de Elvas)  15.500  

4 EB1 de Entradas (Agrupamento de Escolas de Castro Verde)  20.000  

5 EB n2 da Pampilhosa (Agrupamento de Escolas da Mealhada) 20.000  

6 EB de Vale Calvo (Agrupamento de Escolas Nuno Santa Maria)  20.000  

7 Escola Básica e Secundária de S. Sebastião  16.500  

8 Escola Básica e Secundária de Gavião (Agrupamento Vertical Gavião)  18.500  

9 Escola Básica de Silvares  19.500 
 ROMANIA  

1 Hartop Secondary School + Colti Secondary school 20.000 

2 Secondary school Tătărani (Școala Gimnazială Tătărani) 9.745 

3 Secondary School Panaci 19.700 

4 Scoala Gimnaziala nr 1 Curcani 20.000 

5 “Simion Mehedinți” High School, Vidra, Vrancea 20.000 

6 Negulești Primary School 20.000 

7 Școala Gimnazială Sîntămăria Orlea (Sîntămăria Orlea Middle School)  19.420 
 SPAIN  

1 Centro de Formación y Recursos de Vigo 19.820 

2 CEIP da Cruz 20.000 

3 CEIP MESÓN DO VENTO 17.900 

4 CEIP SERRA VINCIOS 18.060 

76  1.185.949,82 

Table 8: Number of schools accepted/selected 
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Number of schools/ networks of schools selected 

Country Approved projects Schools Networks 

Bulgaria 9 9  

Croatia 9 9  

Cyprus 5 5  

Finland 7 14 1 project - 7 schools 
1 project - 2 schools 

Greece 10 12 1 project - 3 schools 

Ireland 15 15 1 project - 3 schools 
2 projects - 2 schools 

Italy 1 1  

Romania 7 8 1 project - 2 schools 

Portugal 9 45 1 project - 5 schools 
1 project - 10 schools 
1 project - 4 schools 
1 project -6 schools 
1 project - 5 schools 
1 project - 5 schools 
1 project - 2 schools 
1 project - 7 schools 

Spain 4 4  

Total 76 122  

Table 9: Number of schools / networks per project 

 

Work package WP5 (NUCLIO) 

WP5 aims to provide advice to schools and develop their support mechanism in order to 
facilitate the implementation of the action plans during the pilot phase. The first stage 

included the creation of a community building mechanism, with a partial goal to collect data 
from each school, which will emerge through a reflective process, through the development 

of the action plan and through the description of the school's existing infrastructure. As 
results, the platform will both include examples of good practices, learning tools, access to 
educational resources, communication channels as well as provide a space for the 

development of individual communities whose members (schools) will be able to 
communicate with each other, exchange and share information, contents, actions, 
strategies, co-organise events, etc.  

Deliverable D5.1 Learning from the Extremes Support Mechanism was developed and 

delivered (M4) capturing this mechanism and the services expected to contribute to the 

digital transformation of schools. Development of the platform itself by INTRA was the 
object of D5.2a Learning from the Extremes Community Platform (M10). Deliverable D5.3a 
Community Building Tools and Services by NUCLIO describes the services and tools that 
schools will be able to use while piloting their action plans. Deliverable D5.4a Rural Schools 

Innovation Map (M10) by NUCLIO is based on the platform mapping the network of 
participating schools. 
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Work Package WP6 (CARNET)  

WP6 includes the pilot implementation as well as providing the necessary support through 
appropriate technical solutions in order to reduce the digital gap, limited or no access to 

digital equipment, digital tools and contents. For this purpose, CARNET has designed and 
will implement training programmes that will contribute to the development of teachers' 

skills in terms of both the use of digital devices, tools and materials, as well as the 
development of educational innovations. This action will create a permanent support 

mechanism called the Rural Schools Innovation Academy. Under WP6 the National 
Coordinators will support schools during the Pilot Implementation. Also, within the 
framework of this package, the effect of this support mechanism and its benefit to the 
participating schools’ educational staff will be evaluated after the completion of the pilot 

application. CARNET has created a timetable to support and monitor pilot actions that will 

be accessible to all participants. Teacher training will be carried out in parallel with the pilot 
application, while, in M19 of the project, a Professional Development Programme for the 

teachers will be conducted in order to bring closer all the schools involved in the project 
schools and encourage cooperation. In between, a report will be drawn up for all the action 
plans developed by the participating schools (M21) and another one for the schools of each 

level (Primary/Secondary) separately (M21). Deliverable D6.1. The Implementation Plan was 

delivered by CARNET (M8) describing the methodology and implementation of various 
holistic strategies that will contribute to the improvement, redesign, completion and 
transformation of schools in order to accelerate digital innovation. 

Work package WP7 (TCD) 

WP7 aims to assess the impact of the Learning from the Extremes project on the digital 

transformation of schools. The evaluation will be conducted at two levels: a) the impact of 
the support services and their quality and b) the impact of each action plan on the learning, 

teaching and assessment processes, on learning outcomes, on the classroom as a whole but 

also on the school as an organization, as well as the impact of the acceptance of innovation, 

and the cost-benefit in relation to the local community. During the first stage, the 
methodology, the evaluation plan and the research tools were developed, in deliverables 

D7.1 Impact Assessment Plan (M4) and D7.2 Assessment Instruments (M9). Before the start 
of pilot application, an evaluation will be carried out to capture the image of the school 
before the implementation of the action plan (pre-test) and after it (post-test). The results 

of this evaluation will be captured in deliverable D7.3 (M23). IEP as the National Coordinator 
delivered the assessment tools in Greek and will support their completion by the schools, 
the processing and forwarding of the results to the WP7 manager. 

Work Package WP8 (IEP) 

WP8 aims to develop the strategy, on the basis of the knowledge generated from the 
collection of the pilot application data, from the "conversation" among the stakeholders, 

from the pilot implementation of actions and the way through which access to digital 
education in remote areas has been increased. This strategy will result in deliverable D8.2 

Rural Schools Innovation Roadmap (M24). In the same month (M24) IEP will deliver the 
report of the project's results during its final phase and their harmonization with the EU 
educational policy agenda, as well as with the national policies and initiatives regarding 
education in remote areas (deliverable D.8.1). 
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Work Package 9 Science View (SV) 

The object of WP9 includes the dissemination of the project, providing information on and 
facilitating exploitation of the project’s results so as to contribute to its sustainability 

through development of effective networking and creation of school clusters. For this 
purpose, the official website of Learning from the Extremes 

(https://learningfromtheextremes.eu/) was constructed, which served the need to inform 
the educational community and to disseminate the project in the first stage, as well as to 

facilitate the submission of proposals by the schools concerned, in addition to the F6S 
platform. The application as well as the relevant instructions were translated into all the 
languages of the participating countries. A plan and dissemination materials were drawn up, 
which are constantly enriched and circulated in all the languages of the participating 

countries. IEP has organised three information meetings for schools in May, June and 

September. The deliverables that have been developed are: D9.1. Dissemination and 
Awareness Raising Plan (M4) and D9.2a Dissemination Materials (M3). The dissemination 

and information material will be continuously enriched, while various project promotion 
actions and related updates will follow in the coming months. 

 

4.3 Communication with and support of schools 

 

According to LfE_WP3_Participatory Engagement Activities reporting (Responses), there have 
already been carried out a number of workshops as presented below. 

 
National 
Coordinator 

Country Location (online/or city in case of face-to-
face activities) 

Start date 
Total duration 
(hours) 

DWEC Ireland Dublin 22/3/2022 1 - 2  

DWEC Ireland Online 9/5/2022 2 - 3  

NRNA Bulgaria Online 12/5/2022 1 - 2  

JYU Finland Online 16/5/2022 1 - 2  

CPI Cyprus Online 20/5/2022 1 - 2  

CARNET Croatia Online 23/5/2022 1 - 2  

CARNET Croatia Online 1/6/2022 1 - 2  

CPI Cyprus Online 6/6/2022 1 - 2  

DWEC Ireland Online 16/6/2022 1 - 2  

IEP Greece Online 30/5/2022 2 - 3  

NRNA Bulgaria Online 28/6/2022 1 - 2  

JYU Finland Online / possibility to join in university 24/8/2022 2 - 3  

NUCLIO Portugal Online 14/5/2022 1 - 2  

DWEC Ireland Dublin West Education Centre 29/8/2022 More than 3  

NRNA Bulgaria Online 2/9/2022 1 - 2  

DWEC Ireland Lifford, Letterkenny Donegal NW Ireland 
Ulster 

6/7/2022 2 - 3  

DWEC Ireland Oughterard, Galway, West Ireland. Province 
of Connaught. 

7/7/2022 2 - 3  

EA Spain - Pallini Attica 13/3/2022 More than 3  

DWEC Ireland Athlone Province of Leinster Ireland 13/7/2022 2 - 3  

DWEC Ireland Listowel, Kerry, Munster 14/7/2022 2 - 3  

EA Italy Marathon, Greece 14/7/2022 2 - 3  

EA Romania Marathon, Greece 14/7/2022 2 - 3  

https://learningfromtheextremes.eu/
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DWEC Ireland Online Nationally 20/9/2022 2 - 3  

JYU Finland Online 14/9/2022 1 - 2  

CARNET Croatia Online 21/9/2022 1 - 2  

JYU Finland Online 23/9/2022 1 - 2  

CPI Cyprus Online 16/9/2022 2 - 3  

IEP Greece Online 8/9/2022 2 - 3  

CPI Cyprus Online 20/9/2022 2 - 3  

Table 10: Participatory Engagement Activities carried out 

 

COUNTRY WORKSHOPS TOTAL NUMBERS OF ATTENDEES 

Bulgaria 3  

              1736 

 teachers,  
 heads of school,  
 students,  
 parents,  
 technology providers,  
 researchers,  
 policy makers,  
 NGO,  
 other.  

 

Croatia 3 

Cyprus 4 

Finland 4 

Greece 2 

Ireland  9 

Italy  1 

Portugal  1 

Romania 1 

Spain 1 

Table 11: Participatory Engagement Activities by country  
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4.4 Dissemination 

 

Based on data provided in relation to LfE website, it seems that it serves its purpose quite 

effectively, given the number of visits. 

 

Number of visits April-May 2022 
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Figure 3: Number of visits April-May 2022 
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Number of visits: 1st June – 18 January 2023 
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Figure 4: Number of visits June –January 2023 
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4.5 Questionnaire results 

 

The Quality Assurance Questionnaire was administered from 20th December until 13th 
January, to investigate partners’ opinions concerning LfE’s processes and relationships as well 
as their aspirations and satisfaction in relation to the work that has been done so far.  

The main categories of the questions posed are: 

A. Expectations 

C. Management 

D. Communication and dissemination 

E. Meetings 

F. Thinking Ahead 

Most of the questions were closed, in 5-point Likert scale, but there were also a number of 

open-ended ones, asking about the partners’ opinions or comments on certain items. 

The survey achieved a reasonably acceptable response rate of about 45% (21 responses out 

of 47 persons working in the project). It is considered to be a low response rate however given 

that it was addressed to a small number of people engaging in the project. Taking into 

consideration that there may be some bias due to selective non-response, we are presenting 

the results because they can still provide useful information about the course of the project.  

 A. Expectations  

1. What are your expectations in relation to the following areas? 

From 1: No expectations to 5. Very high expectations 
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1.1 The way people in the project work together   4,76 57,14 38,1 

1.2 The way in which the project is developing   9,52 42,86 47,62 

1.3 The rate of the project’s progress in achieving its 
objectives 

  9,52 38,1 52,38 

1.4 Contribution to the schools’ improvement    23,81 76,19 

1.5 Support to the educational community   4,76 28,57 66,67 

1.6 Acquisition of useful knowledge & experience 
(personal) 

 4,76 14,29 28,57 52,38 

1.7 Acquisition of additional financial support 
(personal) 

9,52 9,52 42,86 19,05 19,05 

1.8 Development of a new cooperations   4,76 28,57 66,67 
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The great majority of partners seem to have moderately high or very high expectations in 

relation to the various aspects of the project, especially in relation to their contribution to the 

schools’ improvement, support to the educational community and development of new 

cooperations. Acquiring additional financial support on a personal level, on the other hand, 

seems to be the least important motivation for their engagement in the project.  

 

B. Management  

2. How helpful is the project’s Management Guide in relation to your work in the project?  

From 1: Extremely helpful to 4. Not helpful at all  

 

Extremely helpful 38,09 

Somewhat helpful 57,14 

Not very helpful 4,76 

 

The Management Guide seems to succeed in its role to support partners with their work in 

the project since it is reported as somewhat or extremely helpful. The fact that more than half 

of the participants consider it as somewhat helpful and not extremely helpful could be 

attributed to possible shortfalls or to the fact that each country and participant’s role has 

different characteristics and needs, making the guide less useful in general for some of them. 
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3. Please rate the effectiveness of the Management of the project in relation to the 
following areas: 

From 1: No to 5. Very high   

 

How effective is the Management of the project in 
relation to the following areas: 

Ν
ο

t 
at

 a
ll 

N
o

t 
ve

ry
 

So
m

e
w

h
at

 

V
e

ry
  

Ex
tr

e
m

e
ly

  

3.1 Coordinating the joint efforts of the partners during 
the execution of the project 

 4,76 4,76 47,62 42,86 

3.2 Assisting and facilitating the work of the partners   9,52 42,86 47,62 

3.3 Providing helpful information    61,9 38,1 

3.4 Motivating people involved    28,57 28,57 42,86 

3.5 Working to develop a common understanding    14,29 42,86 42,86 

3.6 Fostering respect, trust, inclusiveness and openness   9,52 33,33 57,14 

3.7 Creating an environment where different opinions 
can be expressed  

  9,52 38,1 52,38 

3.8 Resolving conflicts among partners    14,29 33,33 52,38 

3.9 Ensuring the smooth progress of the work plan     42,86 57,14 

3.10 Ensuring the fulfilment of the consortium's 
contractual obligations  

   47,62 52,38 

3.11 Supporting partners in administrative matters   4,76 38,1 57,14 

3.12 Running and maintenance of the project   4,76 57,14 38,1 

3.13 Organising and assisting the running and following 
up of project meetings 

 4,76 9,52 38,1 47,62 

3.14 Scheduling of reports and deliverables   14,29 33,33 52,38 

3.15 Establishing and maintaining financial plan   9,52 38,1 52,38 

3.16 Monitoring and reporting   9,52 33,33 57,14 

3.17 Assisting in the communication and collaboration 
setting-up 

 4,76 4,76 33,33 57,14 
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The Management of the project seems to be working very or extremely effectively in general. 
Some minor reservations were expressed in relation to motivation of people involved (3.4).
  

4. Do you agree with the following?  

From 1: Absolutely disagree to 5. Absolutely agree  

 
 Absolutely 

disagree  
Disagree Uncertain – 

cannot tell 
Agree  Absolutely 

agree  

4.1 The project seems to respond 
to the needs of the partners in 
relation to their role so far 

   42,86 57,14 

4.2 The progress of the Project is 
very satisfying so far 

  4,76 47,62 47,62 

4.3 The project seems to be 
developing effective tools for the 
achievement of its goals 

  14,29 47,62 38,1 

4.4 The tools are flexible enough 
to be adapted in the different 
countries 

  9,52 61,9 28,57 

4.5 The original schedule has 
been appropriate   

 4,76 14,29 61,9 19,05 

4.6 The project will be completed 
effectively within expected 
budgetary constraints   

  4,76 38,1 57,14 

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

3.1 3.2 3.3 3.4 3.5 3.6 3.7 3.8 3.9 3.10 3.11 3.12 3.13 3.14 3.15 3.16 3.17

Effectiveness of management

Νοt all Not very Somewhat Very Extremely



 D1.4a. LfE Quality Assurance Interim Report  49 

 

The project’s goals and progress seem to be appropriate and satisfying for the great majority 

of respondents, with some minor reservations in relation to appropriateness of schedule (4.5).

   

C. Communication & Dissemination 

5. Please rate the overall level of communication between the partners  

From 1: Excellent to 5. Poor  

 

Excellent Very good Indifferent Not very good Poor 

38,09 47,61 0,95 4,76  

Most of the respondents consider communication and dissemination as very good or 

excellent. 

6.In your opinion, what (if any) have been the major points of conflict within the members 
of the group? (open question) 

 

13 respondents out of 21 mentioned some points of conflict, which are quoted below as they 
were expressed: 

 
 Deliverables 

 Agreement over content of deliverables. 

 Delays in deliverables, in some cases. 

 Some deliverables were delayed and do not appear in the BSCW platform. 
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 Interpretation – common understanding and knowledge 

 Misunderstandings and differences of interpretation/expectation. 

 Not all members are familiar with basic knowledge regarding sites/platforms 

terminology I did not personally experience conflict. The one area where I may not 

have had the same perspective as others was around the individual expectations of 

WP leaders in relation to data gathering for their own areas, rather than taking a more 

collaborative approach. Thus, sometimes occur misunderstandings about the 

terminology. 

 

 Selection of projects/ schools 

 Selection of applications in the reserve list. 

 The selection of the projects. 

 The fact that some partners misunderstood the agreement regarding the way money 

for schools was to be distributed.  

 Misunderstanding about the 'grants' to schools in some partner countries as they did 

not communicate their wishes or ask for guidance. 

 

 Work load – coordination - communication 

 Some stubbornness in keeping their own ideas instead of being open to a common 

understanding. 

 The amount of work imposed to National Coordinators. The lack of coordination (and 

communication) between work packages. 

 Too many WP leaders not communicating their expectations in time or as has 

happened, expecting extra work to be undertaken by partners, without respectful 

notice and not paying attention to the fact that other WPs are running simultaneously.  

Simply put, WP leads are not communicating their deadlines as a TEAM to one 

another and some are expecting more beyond the GA and/or application. 

7. How do you feel when expressing your point of view?  

From 1: Extremely comfortable to 4. Not at all comfortable  

 

Extremely comfortable Very comfortable Not very comfortable 

23,80 61,90 14,28 

  

8. Do you feel your opinion is listened to?  

From 1: Always to 5. Never   

 

Always Often Sometimes Rarely Never  

38,10 47,62 9,52 5,00  
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9. How often do you feel that you have been left out of the decision-making process?  

From 1: Always to 5. Never   

 

Most of the time Sometimes Almost never Never 

14,28 19,04 38,09 30,00 

Only a few participants do not seem to feel comfortable when expressing their point of view 

and even fewer feel their opinion is not listened to. In compatibility with those answers, only 

a few but a little more feel they have been left out of decision-making progress, something 

that may have to do with their role in the project.   

10. Please rate the usefulness of each communication tool for your work in the project 

From 1: Most useful to 5. Less useful  

    

  Less useful                                                  Most useful  

10.1 Email Contact   4,76 23,81 71,43 

10.2 Telecommunication Contact 9,52  19,05 19,05 52,38 

10.3 BSCW platform  23,81 19,05 28,57 28,57 

10.4 Online Meetings   9,52 23,81 66,67 

10.5 In person meetings    4,76 14,29 80,95 

 

The most useful communication tool for the participants’ work in the project seems to be the 

“in person meetings” (10.5) and then “e-mail contact” (10.1) and the “online meetings” (10.4). 

Very few respondents find the “BSCW platform” (10.3) and “Telecommunication Contact” 

(10.2) less useful in comparison with the rest of the tools. 
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11. Has the project been active in communicating its goals to the target group?  

From 1: Yes, effectively to 4. Not yet but planned  

 

Yes, effectively 76,19 

Yes, but not very effectively 19,05 

Not yet but planned 4,76 

 

12. Please, rate your opinion on the effectiveness of the project dissemination tools?  

From 1: less effective to 5. most effective 

     

  Less effective     ……………………………                Most effective 

12.1 Webpage   23,81 23,81 52,38 

12.2 Newsletters 14,29 14,29 14,29 33,33 23,81 

12.3 Leaflets 9,52 14,29 33,33 19,05 23,81 

12.4 Events 4,76 4,76 9,52 28,57 52,38 

12.5 Thematic Workshops 4,76 4,76 9,52 19,05 61,90 

 

  

More than half of the respondents consider the Thematic Workshops, the Events and the 

Webpage as the most effective project dissemination tools. Newsletters (12.2) and leaflets 

(12.3) seem to be the least effective tools for a small number of participants. 
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D. Meetings   

13. Do you agree with the following in relation to the meetings of the project? 

From 1: Absolutely disagree to 4. Absolutely agree  

        

Kick off Meeting Absolutely 
disagree  

Disagree Uncertain – 
cannot tell 

Agree Absolutely 
agree  

13.1 The agenda was clear   4,76 19,05 76,19 

13.2 The objectives were appropriate    28,57 71,43 

13.3 The location of the meeting was 
appropriate   

  4,76 23,81 71,43 

13.4 The information shared was useful    23,81 76,19 

13.5 Decision-making was effective   9,52 28,57 61,9 

13.6 The material shared was useful 
(handouts etc.)  

  4,76 38,1 57,14 

13.7 There were plenty of opportunities 
for active participation and 
communication  

  4,76 28,57 66,67 

13.8 The assignment of follow-up tasks 
was clear 

  9,52 38,1 52,38 

13.9 The whole organization was 
satisfying 

   23,81 76,19 

13.10 There were opportunities for 
communication and exchange of ideas 
after the meeting itself as well 

  9,52 19,05 71,43 

      

1st Meeting – Athens Absolutely 
disagree  Disagree 

Uncertain – 
cannot tell Agree 

Absolutely 
agree  

13.11 The agenda was clear   4,76 14,29 80,95 

13.12 The objectives were 
appropriate    19,05 80,95 

13.13 The location of the meeting 
was appropriate     9,52 19,05 71,43 

13.14 The information shared was 
useful   4,76 14,29 80,95 

13.15 Decision-making was effective   9,52 38,1 52,38 

13.16 The material shared was useful 
(handouts etc.)    4,76 28,57 66,67 

13.17 There were plenty of 
opportunities for active participation 
and communication    9,52 28,57 61,9 

13.18 The assignment of follow-up 
tasks was clear   9,52 28,57 61,9 
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13.19 The whole organization was 
satisfying    28,57 71,43 

13.20 There were opportunities for 
communication and exchange of 
ideas after the meeting itself as well   9,52 14,29 76,19 

 

Notes: 

 Excellent venues 

 The conditions should be better for the online participants. 

 The duration of each presentation did not follow the agenda. 

    

2nd Meeting – Portugal Absolutely 
disagree  Disagree 

Uncertain – 
cannot tell Agree 

Absolutely 
agree  

13.21 The agenda was clear   9,52 19,05 71,43 

13.22 The objectives were 
appropriate   4,76 23,81 71,43 

13.23 The location of the meeting 
was appropriate     19,05 14,29 66,67 

13.24 The information shared was 
useful   4,76 28,57 66,67 

13.25 Decision-making was effective   19,05 19,05 61,9 

13.26 The material shared was useful 
(handouts etc.)    14,29 33,33 52,38 

13.27 There were plenty of 
opportunities for active participation 
and communication    19,05 9,52 71,43 

13.28 The assignment of follow-up 
tasks was clear   19,05 33,33 47,62 

13.29 The whole organization was 
satisfying   4,76 33,33 61,9 

13.30 There were opportunities for 
communication and exchange of 
ideas after the meeting itself as well   14,29 19,05 66,67 

Notes: 

 Very well organised and good. 

 The duration of each presentation did not follow the agenda. 
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3rd Meeting – Ireland   

   

 Absolutely 
disagree  Disagree 

Uncertain – 
cannot tell Agree 

Absolutely 
agree  

13.21 The agenda was clear    28,57 71,43 

13.22 The objectives were 
appropriate 

   23,81 76,19 

13.23 The location of the meeting 
was appropriate   

   23,81 76,19 

13.24 The information shared was 
useful 

  4,76 14,29 80,95 

13.25 Decision-making was effective   14,29 19,05 66,67 

13.26 The material shared was useful 
(handouts etc.)  

  4,76 33,33 61,9 

13.27 There were plenty of 
opportunities for active participation 
and communication  

 4,76 9,52 4,76 80,95 

13.28 The assignment of follow-up 
tasks was clear 

  14,29 14,29 71,43 

13.29 The whole organization was 
satisfying 

  4,76 14,29 80,95 

13.30 There were opportunities for 
communication and exchange of 
ideas after the meeting itself as well 

4,76  4,76 14,29 76,19 

Notes: 

 Very well organised and good. 

 The duration of each presentation did not follow the agenda. 

E. Thinking Ahead  

1. List 2 main areas of improvement  

The content analysis of the responses in the open-ended questions resulted in 5 major 

categories, where improvement can be made or is proposed to be made: 

1. Decision-making and planning (management) 

2. Communication and coordination 

3. Dissemination 

4. Platform and tools 

5. Participation of and support to schools 

In detail, respondents suggest that improvement is needed or can be made in relation to the 

following (responses are presented almost as expressed): 
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1. Decision-making and planning (management) 

 More effective decisions to be made. 

 Although this is a very difficult project because 2 years is short for its execution, some 

better planning would improve the project. 

 Establishing and maintaining a financial plan. 

 Punctuality regarding deliverables. 

 Timely delivery of the deliverables. 

 The reviews and submission of deliverables should follow the schedule and not be left 

for last minute. 

 More regular plenary meetings (online).  

 More structured (moderated) discussion. 

 Duration of the meetings could be improved. 

 Meeting minutes to be sent through email after each meeting. 

 

2. Communication and coordination 

 Communication. 

 Communication and collaboration for completing the different tasks. 

 Communication on requirements for WP leads and synchronized plan of Action. 

 More coordination between work packages. 

 

3. Dissemination 

 Dissemination 

 Dissemination could be better 

 Project dissemination tools (newsletter/material) 

 

4. Platform and tools 

 BSCW definitely must be improved. 

 BSCW is not working. We need a platform to exchange documents and chat when needed. 

 BSCW platform. 

 Better communication through BSCW. 

 Customization of online tools in local language. 

 

5. Participation of and support to schools 

 Support to schools 

 The communication with the schools in respect to the guides that they will receive to be 

clear and effective for their implementation.  

 To motivate schools so as to use the facilities of the community portal and present their 

activities on it. 

 Continue to work on streamlining the data gathering expectations across the work 

packages, so that the schools are not overburdened while they carry out their normal 

teaching work, upskill to better support digital teaching and learning activities, while 

implementing new approaches and methodologies using the newly acquired 

technologies. 
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One respondent wrote: “We believe the project covers all areas. It is running well. All partners 

are very active and committed.” 

2. Please specify areas you feel are important to highlight in the Interim Evaluation so as to 

be taken into consideration. 

The areas indicated as more important to be taken into consideration are reveal positive 

aspects of the project management and implementation as well as aspects that need more 

caution or elaboration. The responses are presented below as expressed by the participants. 

 The progress of the project, despite the difficulties. 

 Difficult project, many dependencies, so understandable that there are some delays and 

implementation difficulties. 

 Great co-operation among partners. 

 The good communication between all partners throughout the project so far. 

 Face to face meetings are extremely useful. 

 

 Emphasising that this is a preparatory action, we need to document and justify processes 

and decisions carefully so that they can be used for future policy and decision making. 

 Schools' Progress and EU wide LfE effect on rural communities/schools with some 

comments from each country's teachers to validate the journey. 

 The aim of this project should be taken into account assuming its sustainability and 

creating similar projects to complement this one. 

 

 All share the will to support remote schools achieve their goals in the project. 

 The success of the applications. 

 Call for proposals / evaluation/selection process. 

 The most crucial point should be the achievement of the project concerning the number 

of schools participated in the call for proposals. Also, that the time schedule was kept as 

in the original planning for the call for proposals as well as the results. 

 The positive feedback we get from the interaction with remote schools regarding the 

advantages of the LFE project. 

 Using the project to raise the community work between participating schools 

  



 D1.4a. LfE Quality Assurance Interim Report  58 

5.Conclusions 

On the basis of the criteria and indicators set and described in Chapter 3 of the present report, 

as well as the results from the desk review and the Quality Assurance Questionnaire, it seems 

that the objectives as regards the project management and communication are being 

accomplished. 

5.1 Project management and communication  

The results presented in Chapter 4, show that:  

 Management and processes serve the needs and goals of the project. The Management 

Guide according to the partners’ responses seems to succeed in its role and is generally 

considered to be somewhat or extremely helpful. Coordination of the joint efforts of the 

partners seems to be quite successful, assisting and facilitating the work of the partners, 

providing helpful information, motivating people involved and fostering respect, trust, 

inclusiveness and openness. Scheduling of reports and deliverables is also quite effective 

as is maintenance of the schedule, as illustrated by the deliverables having been submitted, 

although in a few cases there seemed to be some minor delays. The project’s goals and 

progress seem to be appropriate and satisfying for the great majority of respondents, with 

some minor reservations in relation to appropriateness of schedule. Although the project’s 

goals and progress seem to be appropriate and satisfying for the great majority of 

respondents, there were some minor reservations expressed in relation to motivation of 

people involved.  

 Running and maintenance of the project seems to be working very or extremely 

effectively in general. Monitoring and reporting as well as provision of necessary liaisons 

are considered to be satisfying by most of the partners while achievement of the Key 

Performance Indicators (Table 11) shows a smooth progress of the project. 

 Communication and relationships generally live up to the partners’ expectations as 

regards both relationships among the people involved and the tools developed for this 

purpose.  Most participants report that they feel comfortable when expressing their point 

of view and their opinion is listened to in the decision-making process. Some causes of 

conflict claimed to be the process of selection of schools, misunderstandings due to lack of 

common knowledge on specific aspects of the project as well as work load and 

responsibilities of certain members. 

 The meetings organized and held are reported to be effective, fruitful and high-standard. 

The agendas were reported to be clear, the objectives and the locations were appropriate, 

the information and material shared were useful, decision-making was effective and there 

were plenty of opportunities for active participation, communication and exchange of 

ideas. 
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5.2 Progress of tasks and deliverables /Communication platform 

As regards the tasks and deliverables themselves in more detail, the progress of work and the 

consistency as well as the quality of the deliverables, the results presented in the previous 

chapter show that: 

 progress of the work plan and fulfilment of contractual obligations is quite satisfying, 

taking into consideration the achievement level of expected goals, the achievement 

of Work Packages objectives so far and the development of mechanisms and tools. 

Compliance to project schedule and attainment of project’s milestones, as already 

mentioned, is at a satisfactory level although there have been some minor delays. The 

quality of deliverables is considered to live up to the standards set. The website seems 

to be quite efficient as shown in Figures 3 and 4 and as reported by the respondents 

of the questionnaire.  The communication platform is also effective as a tool for the 

majority of the members although significant improvement is needed.   

5.3 Communication with and support of schools 

This area of the project is at its beginning. The workshops carried out in the framework of 

participatory engagement activities have generally served their purpose as revealed by the 

number of schools applied. Taking into consideration comments made by the participants in 

the survey, communication through clear and effective guidance is of upmost importance. In 

addition, motivation is needed so as for them to make efficient use of the facilities of the 

community portal while in general, support is needed for them to be able to achieve the 

project’s goals while carrying on with their normal teaching work. 

5.4 Dissemination  

Evaluation of dissemination is too soon to be carried out but the already existing data show 

that there has been quite some progress and efficient work as indicated by the number of 

visits of the website and reported by the participants in the survey. More than half of the 

respondents consider the Thematic Workshops, the Events and the Webpage as the most 

effective project dissemination tools, whereas Newsletters seem to be the least effective tool 

for a small number of participants. 

The accomplishment of the objectives in relation to the LfE’ Key Performance Indicators are 
presented in the following table. 
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Key 
performance 

indicator 

Target value Description and 
Expected Impact 

Progress up to January 
2023 

Participatory 
Engagement 
Activities 

 

10 per 
country (WP2, 

WP3). 
Involvement 

of 1,000 
stakeholders 

Needs Analysis, Vision 
Building, Practice 
Reflection, Summative 
Reflection.   

 Gain insights 
and 
understanding 

 Strengthen 
dialogue 
between all 
actors. 

29 visionary workshops 
have been conducted in 
total (see table 9 and 
table 10) with 1736 
participants. 

Practice Reflection and 
Summative Reflection 
workshops are to be 
conducted within the 
next months.   

Best Practices 
and Tools for 
Rural Schools   

>50 
Exemplary 

Cases (WP3) 

Exemplary cases to 
populate the project’s 
Inventory and act as 
reference points for the 
school pilots.  

25 good practices have 
been proposed by 
participants (see table 
6) up to now. 

Number of 
Applications to 
be submitted 

150-300 
(WP4) 

  Expected number  

User-friendly Application 
Process for school 
communities 

290 applications were 
submitted 

Number of 
Projects to be 
supported   

80 with aver. 
funding 

15,000€ 
(WP4) 

 Projects to be financed 
through the FSTP 
Mechanism. 

76 projects are selected 
and approved to be 
financed. 

Number of 
Schools to be 
supported 
(100% schools 
of low 
technological 

maturity)   

100-150 
(WP4) 

 

 Projects to be submitted 
by small school 
partnerships.  

Financial support will be 
allocated to install the 
Entry HECC Scenario in all 
participating schools.   

Equal opportunities to all 
schools.  

122 schools in total 

15 projects by networks 
of schools  

(see table 9) 

 

Total funding to 
projects  

1,200,000€ 

(WP4) 

>50% of the funding will 
be allocated to the 
small-scale projects.   

1.147.029,83€ 

Estimated 
additional 
funding for the 
Schools from 
ERASMUS+ KA1 
and 

KA2 projects   

 

>500,000€ 

(WP6) 

Funding from ERASMUS 
KA1+ and KA2 successful 
applications that will be 
prepared from the 
participating schools 
with the consultation of 
the consortium 
(submitted during the 
pilot phase of the 
project).  

Not active yet 
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   Effective and Meaningful 
Consultation Process.  

Duration of 
Evaluation & 
Contract 
Preparation 

2 months 
(WP4) 

Fast-track process   1 month 

Number of 
Schools per 
project   

1-5 (WP4) Number of schools 
participating in the 
small-scale projects   

1-10 schools/project  

(see table 9) 

Consultation 
Targeted 
Services  

4 categories 
of Services  

(WP5) 

 Services for the small-
scale project and the 
rural schools’ 
communities.  

   Consultation and 
Training Services.  

The platforms have 
already been developed 
but participants have not 
registered yet.  

Geographical 
coverage    

10  

(WP2, WP4, 
WP5, WP6) 

Greece, Portugal, 
Cyprus, Croatia, Finland, 
Ireland, Bulgaria, 
Romania, Italy and 
Spain.  

   Wide EU Coverage 
(Countries).   

10 (as planned) 

Teachers 
Involved   

>500   

(WP2, WP4, 

WP5, WP6) 

 School Leaders and 
Teachers (minimum 
number) to participate 
in the small-scale 
projects.  

Wide EU Coverage 
(Teachers).   

There are no available 
data yet 

Students 
Involved   

>6,000 

 (WP2, WP4, 

WP5, WP6) 

Students (min. number) 
to participate in the 
educational activities 
making use of the 
installed infrastructure.  

Wide EU Coverage 
(Students).   

There are no available 
data yet 

Local 
Communities 
Involved  

100-150  

(WP2, WP4, 

WP5, WP6) 

Local Communities to 
use the installed 
infrastructure in the 
school (school as 
community hub 
strategy).  

Wide EU Coverage 
(Local Communities).   

There are no available 
data yet 

Table 12: Accomplishment of objectives in relation to LfE’s Key Performance Indicators 
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Annex 

 

LfE Quality Assurance Questionnaire 

Interim 

 

This questionnaire is part of the LfE project’s quality assurance procedures and will be used 
for the development of the interim Quality Assurance Report (D1.4 a). 

The questionnaire is addressed to all the members (personnel) participating in the project, 
whatever their role may be. It is NOT meant for third parties participating in the project (e.g. 
schools). 

Its purpose is to investigate your opinions concerning LfE’s processes and relationships as well 
as your aspirations and your satisfaction in relation to the work that has been done so far. 
Your responses are valuable for the formative evaluation of the project since they will provide 
insight for any changes that may be necessary in order to improve the procedures and results. 

   

The questionnaire is anonymous 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This project has received funding from the European Commission PPPA Programme   under 
Grant Agreement No.LC-01760255/10105266 LfE 
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A. Expectations  

 

1. What are your expectations in relation to the following areas?  
 
1. No expectations 
2. Moderately low expectations 
3.  Indifferent 
4. Moderately high expectations 
5. Very high expectations 
 
 

 1 2 3 4 5 
 

The way people in the project work together       

The way in which the project is developing      

The rate of the project’s progress in achieving its objectives       

Contribution to the schools’ improvement      

Support to the educational community      

Acquisition of useful knowledge and experience (personal)      

Acquisition of additional financial support (personal)      

Development of a new cooperations      

 

B. Management  

2. How helpful is the project’s Management Guide in relation to your work in the 
project?  

 
 Extremely helpful 
 Somewhat helpful 
 Not very helpful 
 Not helpful at all 

 

3. Please rate the effectiveness of the Management of the project in relation to the 
following areas: 

 

 1 2 3 4 5 
 

Coordinating the joint efforts of the partners during the 
execution of the project 

     

Assisting and facilitating the work of the partners      

Providing helpful information      

Motivating people involved       

Working to develop a common understanding       

Fostering respect, trust, inclusiveness and openness      

Creating an environment where different opinions can be 
expressed  

     

Resolving conflicts among partners       
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Ensuring the smooth progress of the work plan       

Ensuring the fulfilment of the consortium's contractual 
obligations  

     

Supporting partners in administrative matters      

Running and maintenance of the project      

Organising and assisting the running and following up of 
project meetings 

     

Scheduling of reports and deliverables      

Establishing and maintaining financial plan      

Monitoring and reporting      

Assisting in the communication and collaboration setting-up      

 

4. Do you agree with the following?  

 
1. Absolutely disagree 
2. Disagree 
3. Uncertain – cannot tell 
4. Agree  
5. Absolutely agree 

 

 1 2 3 4 5 
 

The project seems to respond to the needs of the partners in 
relation to their role so far 

     

The progress of the Project is very satisfying so far      

The project seems to be developing effective tools for the 
achievement of its goals 

     

The tools are flexible enough to be adapted in the different 
countries  

     

The original schedule has been appropriate       

The project will be completed effectively within expected 
budgetary constraints   

     

 

C. Communication & Dissemination 

 

5. Please rate the overall level of communication between the partners  
o Excellent  
o Very good  
o Indifferent 
o Not very good  
o Poor 
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6. In your opinion, what (if any) have been the major points of conflict within the 
members of the group?  

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….  

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….  

 

 

7. How do you feel when expressing your point of view?  
 

 Extremely comfortable  

 Very comfortable  

 Not very comfortable  

 Not at all comfortable  

 

8. Do you feel your opinion is listened to?  
 Always  

 Often  

 Sometimes  

 Rarely  

 Never  

 

9. How often do you feel that you have been left out of the decision-making 
process?  

 

o Always  
o Most of the time  
o Sometimes  
o Almost never  
o Never  

 

10. Please rate the usefulness of each communication tool for your work in the 
project 

 

 from less useful (1) to most useful (5) 

 1 2 3 4 5 

Email Contact       

Telecommunication Contact      

BSCW platform      

Online Meetings      

In person meetings       

Other …………………      
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11. Has the project been active in communicating its goals to the target group?  
 
 Yes, effectively 

 Yes, but not very effectively   

 No  

 Not yet but planned  

 

12. Please, rate your opinion on the effectiveness of the project dissemination tools?  
 from less effective (1) to most effective (5) 

 

 1 2 3 4 5 
 

Webpage       

Newsletters       

Leaflets       

Events       

Thematic Workshops       

 

D. Meetings   

 

13.  Do you agree with the following in relation to the meetings of the project? 

 
1. Absolutely disagree 
2. Disagree 
3. Uncertain – cannot tell 
4. Agree  
5. Absolutely agree 

 1 2 3 4 5 
 

Kick off Meeting       

The agenda was clear       

The objectives were appropriate       

The location of the meeting was appropriate       

The information shared was useful       

Decision-making was effective      

The material shared was useful (handouts etc)      

There were plenty of opportunities for active participation 
and communication  

     

The assignment of follow-up tasks was clear      

The whole organization was satisfying       

There were opportunities for communication and exchange 
of ideas after the meeting itself as well 

     

Notes      
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1st Meeting – Athens      

The agenda was clear       

The objectives were appropriate       

The location of the meeting was appropriate       

The information shared was useful       

Decision-making was effective      

The material shared was useful (handouts etc)      

There were plenty of opportunities for active participation 
and communication  

     

The assignment of follow-up tasks was clear      

The whole organization was satisfying       

There were opportunities for communication and exchange 
of ideas after the meeting itself as well 

     

Notes      

 

2nd Meeting – Portugal      

The agenda was clear       

The objectives were appropriate       

The location of the meeting was appropriate       

The information shared was useful       

Decision-making was effective      

The material shared was useful (handouts etc)      

There were plenty of opportunities for active participation 
and communication  

     

The assignment of follow-up tasks was clear      

The whole organization was satisfying       

There were opportunities for communication and exchange 
of ideas after the meeting itself as well 

     

Notes      

 

3rd Meeting –       

The agenda was clear       

The objectives were appropriate       

The location of the meeting was appropriate       

The information shared was useful       

Decision-making was effective      

The material shared was useful (handouts etc)      

There were plenty of opportunities for active participation 
and communication  

     

The assignment of follow-up tasks was clear      

The whole organization was satisfying       

There were opportunities for communication and exchange 
of ideas after the meeting itself as well 

     

Notes      
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E. Thinking Ahead  
 

 

14. List 2 main areas of improvement  

 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….  

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….  

 

15. Please specify areas you feel are important to highlight in the Interim Evaluation 
so as to be taken into consideration. 

 

 
………………………………………………  

 

 

Thank you for your time! 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 


